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Executive Summary

Veolia ES Emerald Park Landfill, LLC (VEPL), is proposing a horizontal expansion at the
existing Veolia Emerald Park Landfill in Muskego, Wisconsin. VEPL is proposing to expand
this facility for the express purpose of

1.  providing uninterrupted, competitive, efficient, cost-effective, environmentally sound
waste disposal, recycling, and composting services to Waukesha County and the
surrounding nine counties in the VEPL service area; and

2. satisfying the public’s long-term need for waste disposal capacity within the service area.

Because the project would result in wetland impacts, it is necessary, and appropriate, to
evaluate the proposed project and the associated wetland impacts in accordance with the water
quality standards for wetlands set forth in NR 103 and the associated Wisconsin Department of
Natural Resources (WDNR) guidance document.

NR 103 Review

The purpose of Chapter NR 103 is, as stated in NR 103.01(1), “... to establish water quality
standards for wetlands.” To achieve its stated purpose, NR 103 provides water quality standards
to serve as a basis for decisions in the regulatory permitting and planning of activities that
impact water quality and that may impact wetlands. Furthermore, the water quality standards
contained within NR 103 “... are intended to protect public rights and interests, public health and
welfare, and the present and prospective uses of all waters of the state” [NR 103.01(2)]. Toward this
end, NR 103 presents a formal process that evaluates proposed activities, such as landfill
expansions, so as to “protect the general public interest” [NR 103.01(2)].

Practicable Alternatives Analysis

Because the Expansion would impact more than 0.1 acre of wetland, and because the Expansion
would not be water or wetland dependent, NR 103 requires an analysis of the practicable
project alternatives. Recognizing that landfills are not readily relocated, and that the general
public interest is not served by facilitating the relocation of existing, compliant landfills to new,
undeveloped “greenfield” locations, WIDNR guidance allows for the alternatives review to be
limited to areas adjacent to, or on, the same property as the existing landfill (WDNR Guidance,
February 2007). NR 103.07(2) defines practicable alternatives as “... available and capable of being
implemented after taking into consideration cost, available technology, and logistics in light of the overall
project purpose.”
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In an effort to develop a comprehensive group of potential expansion alternatives that achieve
the project purpose, VEPL, through an iterative process with WDNR staff, developed five
expansion design alternatives for evaluation. In order to make comparisons of alternatives,
each alternative is assumed to have a 15-year site life (with the same capacity as the Preferred
Alternative 5 — 16,316,300 cy). Where an alternative capacity is less than 15 years, a greenfield
site would be built to provide the balance of the disposal capacity for a 15-year site. These
alternatives range from a “no action” alternative, to designs that would allow for 15 years of
additional site life. Each alternative begins in year 2014. A summary of the alternatives follows:

m  Alternative 1 — No Action or No Expansion. This alternative would not allow VEPL an
opportunity to expand, thereby resulting in the closing of the facility within approximately
5 years (2014) when the current permitted design is filled to capacity. A greenfield would
then have to be opened to add a total of 15 years of capacity to the area, resulting in a net
negative impact to the local economy estimated at $475 million when compared to
Alternative 5. A local economic impact analysis for this alternative is summarized in
Table 2.

m  Alternative 2 - No Direct Impact to Agricultural Ditches and Setback From 8-Mile Road
(see Figure 3). This alternative would allow for approximately 7 years of additional site life
with only indirect impacts on agricultural ditches located at the northern side of the
Proposed Expansion and the ditch perpendicular to 8-Mile Road. A prorated greenfield
would then add 8 years of site life for a total of 15 years of site life, and resulting in a net
negative impact to the local economy estimated at $241 million when compared to
Alternative 5. A local economic impact analysis for this alternative is summarized in Table 2.

= Alternative 3 — No Impacts to Wetlands (see Figure 4). This alternative would allow for
approximately 4 years of additional site life with no impacts to on-site wetlands. A
prorated greenfield would then add 11 years of site life for a total of 15 years of site life,
resulting in a net negative impact to the local economy estimated at $347 million when
compared to Alternative 5. A local economic impact analysis for this alternative is
summarized in Table 2.

s Alternative 4 —~ Avoid Wetland No. 12 (see Figure 5). This alternative is similar to
Alternative No. 5 but would avoid direct impact to Wetland No. 12 and would provide
approximately 14 years of additional site life. A prorated greenfield would then add 1 year
of site life for a total of 15 years of site life, resulting in a net negative impact to the local
economy estimated at $43 million when compared to Alternative 5. A local economic
impact analysis for this alternative is summarized in Table 2.

#  Alternative 5 — Preferred Alternative {(see Figure 6). This alternative would allow for
approximately 15 years of additional site life.

Each of these design alternatives were examined on the basis of expansion site life, acreage

requiring disturbance, agricultural acreage impacted, local zoning and public acceptance
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(i.e., land use compatibility), indirect and direct impacts to wetlands, the cost of landfill
construction and development, technical feasibility, logistics, air quality impacts to the
environment, and the direct and indirect economic impact on Waukesha County and the
surrounding service area. The detailed development cost for each alternative is presented in
Attachment 1.

After performing a practicability analysis of the expansion alternatives, the following
conclusions are immediately apparent:

m  Alternative 1- No Action or No Expansion. This alternative is not a practicable
alternative as defined in NR 103.07(2), in that it does not allow for achieving the overall
project purpose. The existing landfill would close in 2014 when the current permitted
design is filled to capacity, thereby ensuring a future regional waste disposal shortage and
potentially creating a near monopoly of the 10-county service area market by a single
privately-owned waste management company. For comparison, it is assumed that a
15-year, 16,000,000-cubic yard (yd?®) greenfield site 50 miles away would be needed. This
alternative would cost approximately $ 5.35/cy® of airspace (see Attachment 1 - Cost
Estimates and Table 6). This alternative would have the most negative environmental
(air quality) and economic impact to the area of the five alternatives (see Table 4).

»  Alternative 2 - No Direct Impact to Agricultural Ditches and Setback From 8-Mile Road.
This alternative would result in an expansion with a site life of approximately 7 years
(8,144,700 yd?® of additional airspace) and would result in the direct filling of 0.7-acre of
wetlands. This alternative would cost approximately $ 4.79/yd* of airspace to expand the
existing landfill and to develop a greenfield site with 8 years of site life to create 15 years of
waste disposal capacity for the service area (see Attachment 1 - Cost Estimates and
Table 6). The greenfield costs are prorated for 8 years. This alternative would have the
third most negative environmental (air quality) and economic impact to the area of the five
alternatives (see Table 4).

u  Alternative 3 -~ No Impacts to Wetlands. This alternative would result in an expansion
with a site life of approximately 4 years (4,387,800 yd®), and would cost approximately
$ 5.27/yd? of airspace to expand the existing landfill and to develop a greenfield site with
11 years of site life to create 15 years of waste disposal capacity for the service area (see
Attachment 1 ~Cost Estimates and Table 6). The greenfield costs are prorated for 11 years.
This alternative would have the fourth most negative environmental (air quality) and
economic impact to the area of the five alternatives (see Table 4).

8  Alternative 4 - Avoid Wetland No. 12. This alternative would result in an expansion with
a site life of approximately 14 years (14,726,800), would result in the direct filling of
11.03 acres of wetland, and would cost approximately $ 3.68/yd? of airspace to expand the
existing landfill and to develop a greenfield site with 1 year of site life to create 15 years of
waste disposal capacity for the service area (see Attachment 1 - Cost Estimates and Table 6).
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The greenfield costs are prorated for 1 year. This alternative would have the second least
impact to the environment (air quality) and the economy of the five alternatives (see
Table 4).

Alternative 5 — Preferred Alternative. This alternative would result in an expansion with a
site life of approximately 15 years (16,316,300 yd?®), would result in the direct filling of

14.3 acres of wetlands, and would cost approximately $ 3.30/yd?® of airspace to develop (see
Attachment 1 - Cost Estimates and Table 6). This alternative would have the least negative
impact to the environment (air quality) and economy (see Table 4).

After a practicability analysis of the five expansion alternatives was conducted, in accordance
with NR 103 and the associated WDNR guidance document, only two alternatives were deemed
practicable: Alternatives 4 and 5 — with Alternative 5 as the Preferred Alternative. This

conclusion is reached based on the following considerations:

The Preferred Alternative would provide the most efficient, highest-value use of land
resources, and would maximize the use of the existing landfill property. This alternative
would have the lowest impacts to air quality (see Table 4). The existing property is zoned
landfill and extractive operations, and has been used for waste disposal purposes since
1994.

The Preferred Alternative would keep the landfill at a location that has been hosted by the
local community.

The Preferred Alternative would provide for long-term, cost-effective, and competitive
recycling, composting, and responsible solid waste disposal services for the 10-county
service area.

The Preferred Alternative would be the most financially and administratively efficient
alternative for the local community, the WDNR, and VEPL. An extensive, time-intensive
permitting process would only be conducted once versus permitting twice, once for the
Expansion and once for a greenfield site, and would provide 15 years of additional site life.

The Preferred Alternative would be technically and logistically practical to permit, would
operate as a compliant state-of-the-art facility, and would extend the required 40-year post-
closure care period further into the future.

The Preferred Alternative, when considering the economic impacts to the local community
and service area, would have a positive economic impact on the local economy of over
$ 320 million, which is substantially greater than three of the other four alternatives.

If a landfill would need to be located outside the area that presently benefits from the Host
Fees and associated economic impacts, the local taxes would increase for all property
owners, along with the cost for waste disposal for each household and business.
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= All other alternatives increase the area of land disturbed, haul distance, fuel consumption,
pollution (greenhouse gasses), costs for services, wear and tear on highways, and revenues
lost to local municipalities.

m  To achieve 15 years of site life, the Preferred Alternative 5 would require 71 acres by taking
advantage of the volume gained by overlaying onto the existing landfill. With a greenfield
site, approximately 234 acres would be needed for support facilities and to achieve the
same volume of disposal capacity, thereby using up more land, reducing farmland,
increasing cost per cubic yard of waste, and increasing the potential for disturbing even
more wetland area, which would be contradictory to the goal of NR 103.
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Section 1
Project Scope and Objectives

11  Introduction

Veolia ES Emerald Park Landfill, LLC (VEPL), is proposing to expand the existing solid waste
facility to the southwest. A detailed description of this project and associated drawings are
attached. VEPL is proposing to expand this facility for the express purpose of

»  providing uninterrupted, competitive, efficient, cost-effective, environmentally sound
waste disposal, recycling, and composting services to Waukesha County and the
surrounding 9-county area; and

= satisfying the public’s long-term need for disposal capacity within the service area.

Because the project would result in wetland impacts, it is necessary, and appropriate, to
evaluate the proposed project and the associated wetland impacts in accordance with the water
quality standards for wetlands set forth in the Wisconsin Administrative Code NR 103 and the
associated WDNR guidance document (WDNR, 2007).

To begin the expansion process, an Initial Site Inspection (ISI) of the Expansion area was
requested by VEPL. The ISI was subsequently performed by representatives of the WIDNR;
VEPL; and RMT, Inc. (RMT), on November 22, 2005. During this inspection, wetlands observed
in the vicinity of the Expansion were reviewed. Pertinent wetlands were delineated by Natural
Resources Consulting, Inc. (NRC), and are shown on Figure 1 as W4, W6, Wéa, W7, W9, W10,
W11, and W12; ditches D2 and D3; and surface water body P6. The Wetland Functional Value
Assessments are found in Attachment 2.

An Initial Site Report (ISR) for the Expansion was submitted to the WDNR on December 22,
2005 (RMT, 2005). Developed in accordance with NR 509, this ISR addressed the WDNR's
comments presented in the ISI response letter dated December 13, 2005,

1.2  Purpose

The purpose of this document is to provide a formal Practicable Alternatives Analysis (PAA)
that explores the background of the Expansion, presents a range of project alternatives to be
considered, provides a critical evaluation of the project alternatives, and provides a conciusion
as to the practicability of the alternatives analyzed. This PAA was developed in accordance
with NR 103 and the WDNR guidance document.
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1.3 NR 103 Review

The purpose of Chapter NR 103 is, as stated in NR 103.01(1), “... to establish water quality
standards for wetlands.” To achieve its stated purpose, NR 103 provides water quality standards
to serve as a basis for decisions in the regulatory permitting and planning of activities that
impact water quality and wetlands. Furthermore, the water quality standards contained within
NR 103 ~... are intended to protect public rights and interests, public health and welfare, and the present
and prospective uses of all waters of the state” [NR 103.01(2)]. Toward this end, NR 103 presents a
formal process that evaluates proposed activities, such as landfill expansions, so as to “protect
the general public interest” [NR 103.01(2)].

To begin the evaluation of the Expansion, a review of similar projects that have undergone the
NR 103 process was completed. This review was undertaken in an effort to garner insight into,
and an understanding of, how this process has been historically interpreted and applied in
Wisconsin so as to achieve protection of water quality, public rights and interests, and public
health and welfare. This review identified four recent landfill expansions and a significant
number of Wisconsin Department of Transportation (WisDOT) projects for which wetland
filling had been previously authorized. WisDOT projects are believed to be relevant. Like
roads and highways, landfills provide a recognized and necessary public service. Furthermore,
like roads, landfills have inherent, significant limitations in their siting processes—constraints to
which other types of development are not subject. The Expansion should be reviewed
considering previous actions. The following recent pertinent projects have undergone the

NR 103 process:

s The WDNR approved of the direct filling of approximately 2.5 acres of wetlands of low
functional value as part of the expansion of the Veolia Emerald Park Landfill. For this
landfill development project, the WDNR concluded that “... the proposed landfill will not
cause a significant adverse impact on wetlands, and will not result in significant adverse impacts to
the functional values of the affected wetlands, significant adverse impacts to water quality, or other
significant adverse environmental consequences.” The project-appropriate section from the
report is provided in Attachment 3.

8 The WDNR approved of the destruction of approximately 3.5 acres of low-quality wetlands
as part of the expansion of the Waste Management Orchard Ridge Landfill. For this landfill
expansion project, the WDNR concluded that “...the loss of the 3.5 acres of low quality, wetland
would not have a significant impact on wetland and functional values, water quality or other
significant environmental consequences.” The project-appropriate section from the report is
provided in Attachment 4.

#  The WDNR approved of the direct filling of approximately 26 acres of wetlands as part of
the expansion of the Consolidated Papers paper mill sludge landfill. Wetland mitigation,
under the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers’ (USACE’s) mitigation program, was proposed as
a part of this project. For this landfill expansion project, the WDNR concluded that “...due

RMT, Inc. | Veolin Emerald Park Landfill, LLC 1-2
IAWPMSNAPJTA00-26655\ 41 \ROC206554 1-002.D0OCK 11425009 Final November 2009

St



to the low functional value of the affected wetlands, and the regional abundance of these wetlands,
the project will not result in either significant adverse impacts to water quality, or other significant
adverse environmental impacts.” Project-related documentation and regulatory
correspondence is provided in Attachment 5.

»  The WDNR approved the direct filling of 9.078 acres of wetland at the Ashley Furniture
Industries Plant 4 expansion site and converted 2.10 acres of wetland into a storm water
treatment and conveyance system. In addition, 2.75 acres of wetland were converted for a
railroad siding and modular container storage area, and 0.4 acre of wetland was converted
into a storm water treatment and conveyance system for the siding facility. For this
construction project, the WDNR concluded that “...project will not result in considerable and
important impacts on the quality of the human environment.” The project-appropriate section
from the report is provided in Attachment 6.

»  The WDNR approved the direct filling of approximately 13.3 acres of wetlands of low-
functional value as part of the expansion of the Veolia Glacier Ridge Landfill (Glacier
Ridge). For this landfill development project, the WDNR agreed with Glacier Ridge
..."regarding a holistic project approach. . .expanding the existing Glacier Ridge Landfill to the south
into an area that contains approximately thirteen acres of wetlands, subsequently expanding the
Glacier Ridge Landfill to the area previously occupied by the LGRL, and restoring and enhancing
approximately 245 acres of uplands and wetlands.” The project-appropriate section from the
report is provided in Attachment 7.

WisDOT projects periodically result in wetland impacts. For the period 1991 through 2001, the
WisDOT undertook more than 1,200 different transportation projects that resulted in impacts to
over 2,200 acres of Wisconsin wetlands. These wetland impacts were mitigated by the
WisDOT’s use of wetland banks and wetland restoration projects. As a result, the impacted
wetland acres have been replaced by more than 3,000 acres of restored (mitigation to wetland)
or enhanced wetlands.

Mitigation — Mitigation projects usually require compensation at ratios of 1.5:1, though the
rules allow for 1:1 compensation. Two-thirds of bank credit purchases are approved with a
compensation ratio of 1:1. A total of 28 credits have been purchased from mitigation banks as a
result of the State program between February 2002 and December 2006. If all project-specific
mitigation sites (i.e., not bank sites) approved between 2002 and 2006 are successful, then it can
be expected that a total of 49.7 acres of wetland will be restored (mitigated), and 4.6 acres of
wetland will be created. By law, when an applicant does not have feasible opportunities for on-
site restoration of wetlands (defined by rule as within ¥ mile of the wetland loss), that applicant
may opt to purchase credits from a pre-authorized bank. VEPL is in the process of developing a
78.25-acre high-quality wetland restoration project on its property (see Section 9 for additional
information). This wetland mitigation project would provide the necessary compensation to
offset all impacts associated with either the preferred alternative or Alternative No. 4.

RMT, Inc. | Veolia Emerald Park Landfill, LLC 1-3
ENWPMSNAPTTAO0-20656 \4 1\ ROD2065547-002.DOCK 1372509 Final  Novenmber 2009

IS



Siting of a greenfield landf{ill is extremely difficult. In addition to the higher costs per cubic
yard of disposal capacity, which would be passed onto state taxpayers, it would take twice as
long to permit a greenfield site versus an existing site. The impact to adjacent property owners
could more than double with the siting of a greenfield site versus the expansion of an existing
site. Additionally, there would be significant lost revenue to the host communities if the
existing site is not expanded to optimize disposal capacity

If the Preferred Alternative was not selected, there would also be an increased cost of fuel for
the haul trucks to divert waste to either Glacier Ridge or Zion. Assuming that the garbage
trucks average fuel economy of 2.8 mpg, an extra 50 gallons and 25 gallons would be consumed,
respectively, for Glacier Ridge and Zion for the incremental increase in distance from EPL. The
increase in fuel consumed means an increase in fuel costs, wear and tear on roads, and the
overall carbon footprint, and the potential for an increase in traffic-related accidents and deaths
(Table 7).

1.4  Practicable Alternatives Analysis

Because the Expansion would impact more than 0.1 acre of wetlands, and because the
Expansion would not be water or wetland dependent, NR 103 requires an analysis of the
practicable project alternatives. Recognizing that, by their nature, existing landfills are not
readily relocated, and public interest is not served by facilitating the relocation of existing,
compliant landfills to new, undeveloped “greenfield” locations, WDNR guidance allows for
alternative reviews to “... be limited to areas adjacent to or on the same property ...” as the existing
landfill (WDNR, 2007). NR 103.07(2) defines practicable alternatives as “... gvailable and capable
of being implemented after taking into consideration cost, available technology, and logistics in light of
the overall project purpose.”

In an effort to develop a comprehensive group of potential expansion alternatives that would
achieve the project purpose, RMT and VEPL developed the following five Expansion
alternatives that warrant evaluation:

®  Alternative 1 — No Action or No Expansion (requiring development of a greenfield site}
5 Alternative 2 — No Direct Impact to Agricultural Ditches and Setback From 8-Mile Road
m  Alternative 3 — No Impacts to Wetlands

a  Alternative 4 — Avoid Wetland No. 12

m  Alternative 5 — Preferred Alternative

Each of the design alternatives was examined on the basis of expansion site life, acreage
requiring disturbance, agricultural acreage impacted, local zoning and public acceptance
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(i.e., land use compatibility), indirect and direct impacts to wetlands, the cost of landfill
construction and development, technical feasibility, logistics, impacts to the environment (air
quality), and the direct and indirect economic impact on Waukesha County and the
surrounding service area. Tables 1, 2, and 4 summarize the analysis of the various design
alternatives utilizing these criteria.

To conduct an economic assessment of the various alternatives considered, an economic
evaluation methodology was developed as a means for estimating, evaluating, and comparing
the economics associated with each alternative. This methodology was developed to satisfy the
requirements and criteria presented in NR 103.07(2) and the WDNR guidance document
(WDNR, 2007). The WDNR guidance document states that “...substantial differences in costs
between two or more alternatives may make a given alternative not practicable...” Recognizing that the
economics of the construction and operation of a large conceptual long-term expansion design
alternative are complex, a concerted effort was made to develop a methodology that was
readily understandable, simplified, justifiable, and economically conservative. It was felt that
such a methodology would facilitate a basic understanding of the economics associated with
each alternative and would allow for comparison of the various design alternatives. The
methodology developed utilizes two economic criteria to evaluate the different alternatives:

(1) the cost to develop the alternative, and (2) the economic impact of the alternative on the local
community and service area.

The development cost, as used in this analysis, is the estimated cost to permit the alternative,
excavate soil, construct the liner and leachate collection systems, construct the landfill gas
collection system, and construct the final cover system. Also taken into consideration are the
costs of major landfill appurtenances that would be required to operate the alternative

(e.g., leachate storage tanks, office, and maintenance shop). Not included is the cost of land, the
cost of daily operations, insurance, taxes and fees, financial assurance, and 40 years of post-
closure care. The detailed development cost estimate for each alternative is presented in
Attachment 1.

To determine the economic impacts of the alternatives on the local community and service area,
including municipalities, businesses, and residents within the affected areas, the following four
€conornic impacts were evaluated:

1. Local purchasing of supplies and services by VEPL, and the payment of wages to VEPL
employees who are local residents. The stimulating, potentially increasing effects of these
monies on the local economy were conservatively not included in this analysis.

2. Host fees and in-kind services that have been historically provided under the local host
agreement at the VEPL. The assumption is that any expansion alternative would include a
iocal host agreement that is generally similar to the current agreement.
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3. The need to redirect and transport waste (previously disposed at the VEPL) to other
landfills serving the service area, after the VEPL closes. This influences transportation costs
to a greenfield site (50 miles away) or to Glacier Ridge and Zion for Veolia.

4. Decreased competition in the service area. Closure of the VEPL would allow the service
area market to potentially be monopolized by a single privately-owned waste management
company (Figure 2). Based on historical competitive changes that have occurred within the
Wisconsin marketplace, the closure of the VEPL will result in a direct increase in disposal
pricing within, and adjacent to, the service area. The economic impact considered was
conservatively limited to the service area.

To evaluate the economic impacts of the alternatives on the local community and service area,
the time value of money and inflation were conservatively not included in the evaluation.
Additionally, to provide a comparison of the various alternatives with their differing site lives,
the alternatives had to be adjusted with a prorated greenfield site disposal capacity in order to
assume a common site life and volume. Because one of the alternatives analyzed had an
estimated 15-year site life and approximately 16 million yd? of airspace, a hypothetical site life
of 15 years and a capacity of 16 million yd® were applied to each of the other alternatives. By
normalizing the alternatives in this manner, an “apples to apples” comparison was achieved.
The results of this portion of the economical analysis are presented in Table 2.

To evaluate the environmental impact of the alternatives, the pollution from greenhouse gases
created by additional truck traffic created with a longer hauling distance to other Veolia sites or
to a greenfield site were calculated. In addition, closing or reducing the Expansion capacity
from proposed Alternative 4 or 5 could negatively impact the LEG-to-energy project currently
being developed between VEPL and the Milwaukee Metropolitan Sewage District (MMSD). The
project consists of utilizing landfill gas as an alternative fuel to natural gas, thereby offsetting
the greenhouse gases created by the burning of natural gas (see Table 4). This would also
insure the Iong term viability of the production of Milorganite at the facility. Milorganite is an
organic nitrogen fertilizer produced by the Milwaukee Metropolitan Sewerage District. It
consists of processed sludge from the Milwaukee Metropolitan Sewerage District Jones Island
Wastewater Treatment Plant in Milwaukee, Wisconsin. The fertilizer is made of treated
biosolids that have nutrients from the sewage stream along with added iron, used to strip
phosphorus from the waste water flowing into Lake Michigan. This project has the potential to
save ratepayers $148 million dollars over the first 20 years of the service contract currently being
negotiated between VEPL and MMSD.
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Section 2
Alternative 1 -
No Action or No Expansion

The first design alternative evaluated is Alternative 1 — No Action or No Expansion. This
alternative would not allow the VEPL an opportunity to expand, thereby resulting in the
closing of the facility within approximately 5 years, around the year 2014, when the currently
permitted design is filled to capacity. Under this alternative, other existing landfills or a
greenfield site would then be utilized in lieu of an expanded VEPL to provide uninterrupted
waste disposal services to the service area.

2.1  Technical and Logistical Assessment

An analysis of the Expansion, in accordance with Wisconsin Statutes § 289.28, will be presented
in the Needs Analysis section of the Feasibility Report submittal to the WDNR.

2.2  Environmental Assessment

Since this alternative calls for no action at the VEPL, it has no direct adverse effect on the
environment in the vicinity of the VEPL. However, the consequences of no action at VEPL will
ultimately be the expansion of another existing landfill or the construction of a new greenfield
landfill within, or adjacent to, the VEPL service area. Such an expansion or greenfield
development would most certainly have impacts on the environment. The greentield landfill
would result in 234 acres of farmland being removed from service. This would also result in an
unknown acreage of wetlands being affected, which could very well be greater than the acreage
of wetlands being directly and indirectly impacted by the preferred alternatives associated with
this expansion. This would seem to be inconsistent with the intent and spirit of NR 103..

An analysis was performed to model greenhouse gas emissions associated with this alternative.
Table 4 summarizes the greenhouse gas emission estimates. Specifically, if the site were not
expanded and a new greenfield site was to be built approximately 50 miles away, an additional
100-mile round trip of waste trucking would be needed to get to a greenfield site. This results
in approximately 5,724,374 tons of total COz-equivalent greenhouse gas emissions over the
15-year period.

The annual greenhouse gas emissions associated with this alternative are equivalent to the
emissions associated with approximately 195,400 automobiles over the 1>-year period.
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Additionally, the MMSD is proposing to use landfill gas instead of natural gas. If the landfill
gas were not available, natural gas would continue to be used and would result in
approximately 2,190 tons of COz-equivalent greenhouse gas emissions over the 15-year period.

2.3  Economic Assessment

Alternative 1 would give the VEPL an estimated site life of approximately 7 years from 2007,
with the remaining capacity of the existing landfill. The development of this alternative would
result in the closure of the facility 15 years before closure would have occurred if a 15-year
alternative (the Preferred Alternative) had been implemented. The estimated cost of a 16
million yd® greenfield site is $ 85.6 million. The development of Alternative 1 is estimated to be
$ 5.35/yd? of developed airspace (see Attachment 1 - Cost Estimates and Table 6). The
development and operation of Aiternative 1 would have both direct and indirect adverse
economic impacts on the local community and the 10-county service area (Table 2), as follows:

w  Local purchasing of supplies and services by VEPL, and the payment of wages to VEPL
employees who are local residents. The stimulating, potentially increasing effects of these
monies on the local economy were conservatively not included in this analysis.

s Host fees and in-kind services that are to continue to be provided under the local host
agreement at the VEPL.. VEPL and the local host communities have already agreed to
adopt the existing host agreement for this landfill expansion.

a  The need to redirect and transport waste (previously disposed at the VEPL) to other
landfills serving the service area, after the VEPL closes.

m  Decreased competition in the service area. Closure of the VEPL would allow the service
area market to potentially be monopolized by a single privately-owned waste management
company (Figure 2). Based on historical competitive changes that have occurred within the
Wisconsin marketplace, the closure of the VEPL would result in a direct increase in
disposal costs within, and adjacent to, the service area. The economic impact considered
was conservatively limited to the service area.

Local Economic Benefits From Services and Labor - This alternative would provide no
economic benefit to the local community for the comparative 15-year period. As a result, no
money would be returned to the local economy in the form of services and materials purchased,
and wages paid by VEPL, resulting in no positive, stimulating, or increasing effects on the local
economy. Alternative 1 not only would result in no economic benefit, but also would result in
additional negative impacts because more fuel would be used to transport waste to a greenfield
site. This would also increase traffic accidents, fuel costs, and wear and tear on local roads.
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Local Economic Benefits From Host Fees and In-Kind Services - The VEPL would pay no host
fees or provide no in-kind services for the local area in this Alternative. This would result in no
econornic stimulus to the local area (refer to Table 2).

Waste Transportation Costs - Because the VEPL would not provide waste disposal services,
there would be an adverse impact relating to the cost of waste transportation within the
10-county service area over 15 years. An adverse economic impact to local municipalities,
industries, and residents would occur because there would be a need to redirect and transport
waste to more distant landfills, resulting in increased waste transportation costs due to an
increase in fuel consumption, additional labor costs, and wear and tear on the trucks. The
increased costs would be borne by the municipalities, businesses, and residents of the 10-county
service area. This cost increase is estimated to be $ 73 million (when normalized with a
hypothetical 15-year life for comparison purposes). Refer to Table 2. Additional potential lost
benefits include an increase in greenhouse gas emissions (Table 4), and an increase in the
potential for traffic related deaths, using National Highway Traffic Safety Administration
(NHTSA) statistics associated with the increased truck miles, as well as the increased wear and
tear on the roads. Refer to Table 7.

Service Area Competition - With this alternative, the VEPL would not expand, thereby
potentially allowing the service area to be monopolized by a single privately-owned waste
management company (see Figure 2). Based on historical competitive changes within
Wisconsin marketplaces, no expansion of VEPL would likely result in increased disposal
pricing for the waste generated within the 10-county service area. This increased cost of
disposal would be borne by the municipalities, businesses, and residents within the service
area. This increased cost would be approximately $ 82 million (when normalized with a
hypothetical 15-year life for comparison purposes). Refer to Table 2.

2.4  Conclusion

In conclusion, Alternative 1 - No Action or No Expansion would be financially negative to the
affected municipalities, and the public life. Since it would result in the long-term closure of the
VEPL in Waukesha County, the development of this alternative would not allow for achieving
the overall stated project purpose. The existing landfill will close in 2014 when the current
permitted design is filled to capacity, ensuring a future regional disposal crisis, while
potentially creating a near-monopoly of the 10-county service area by a single, privately-owned
waste management company. It would also result in a loss of the money that has historically
been returned to the local economy in the form of services and materials purchased, wages paid
by VEPL, as well as host fees and in-kind services provided by Veolia under a local host
agreement. When considering the economic impacts to the local community and service area,
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Alternative 1 would have a substantial negative economic impact on the local economy.
Normalizing this alternative with a hypothetical 15-year site life for comparison purposes, the
net negative economic impact is estimated to be $ 475 million considering services, materials,
host fees, and in-kind services to the local economy as compared to the Preferred alternative.
Refer to Table 2. As a result, Alternative 1 is not a practicable alternative as defined in

NR 103.07(2).
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Section 3

Alternative 2 -

No Direct Impact to Agricultural Ditches
and Setback From 8-Mile Road

The second design alternative evaluated is Alternative 2 —~ No Direct Impact to Agricultural

Ditches at the northern side of the proposed Expansion, and Setback from 8-Mile Road to avoid
the drainage ditch at the southern side of the Expansion. This design alternative would consist
of a downsized, reconfigured expansion southwest of the existing VEPL. Approximately 7
years of site life would be provided by this Expansion, plus a prorated greenfield landfill with
an 8-year capacity for a total airspace of 16.3 million cubic yards for 15 years. The conceptual
design for this alternative is presented on Figure 3.

3.1  Technical Assessment

This alternative would consist of the construction of a downsized landfill footprint located
southwest of the existing VEPL. The conceptual design for this landfill consists of a 70.15-acre
footprint that includes the expansion footprint and the area over the existing landfill that would
contain approximately 8.1 million yd? of airspace with an associated life of approximately

7 years. This alternative would call for the direct filling of W6, Wéa, and W7. Approximately
(.56 acre of degraded wetlands of low-functional value would be filled. As a result, the
footprint has an irregular shape. Because of the reduced footprint size and the irregular shape,
a number of construction issues and inefficiencies would exist. Because of the reduced width
and extent of the footprint, significant acreages would unnecessarily be affected while
generating minimal airspace. This alternative would generate approximately 211,000 yd® of
airspace per acre of footprint or 137,000 yd3 of airspace per acre of affected land. For
comparison purposes, the Preferred Alternative 5 would generate approximately 229,000 yd® of
airspace per acre of footprint or 183,000 yd® of airspace per acre of affected land. In addition, a
greenfield site would be needed to provide an additional 6 years of capacity to achieve 15 years
of waste disposal service, requiring 234 acres (for a 15-year site, even if only an 8-year capacity
is needed). The area would include agricultural land removed for the landfill and the
infrastructure needed to support a landfill: roads, fencing, leachate tanks, piping, scale, offices,
maintenance buildings, and LFG building/flare, etc. It is also conceivable that the siting of any
greenfield site would directly or indirectly affect a greater amount of wetlands than any of the
proposed alternatives or preferred option which would seem to be inconsistent with the intent
and spirit of NR 103.
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The property on which this alternative would be built is currently zoned M-3 Landfill
(Figure 7).

3.2 Logistical Assessment

This alternative, with its narrow, irregular shape, would be difficult to construct and operate as
a landfill. It would also be financially and administratively inefficient for VEPL, the WDNR, the
affected municipalities, and the public, in that all parties, regardless of facility size, would have
to go through the expensive and time-consuming permitting and local agreement negotiation
processes. The time and expenses involved with these processes are generally fixed and not
directly related to the size of the facility proposed. As a result, permitting and negotiating the
local agreement for a small facility would consume the same resources as a larger facility, With
limited funds, resources, and personnel, permitting and negotiating a small expansion would be
inefficient for all concerned.

Additional logistical considerations associated with Alternative 2 include, but are not limited to,
satisfactorily addressing NR 103; preparing a feasibility report and plan of operation, and
obtaining regulatory approval of these documents from the WDNR; negotiating a local host
agreement with the affected municipalities; constructing the landfill; and obtaining regulatory
approval to begin filling operations. Additionally, a WDNR Chapter 30 Water Quality
Certification Permit and a Section 404 Permit would be required from the U.S. Army Corps of
Engineers (USACE) for wetland and waterway work. These processes would require
significant regulatory agency involvement and evaluation.

This alternative would give the VEPL a site life of just 7 years. This limited site life would not
afford the VEPL adequate time to explore, identify, and develop a subsequent viable expansion
alternative. As a result, this alternative would necessitate pursuit of the balance of the
expansion area proposed in the preferred option. Failure to permit the remaining area of the
preferred option would in all likelihood result in this being the last expansion implemented at,
or near, the VEPL. This alternative would also negatively impact the gas-to-energy project
being developed between VEPL and the MMSD (see Subsection 3.3).

3.3  Environmental Assessment

This alternative would call for the direct filling of approximately 0.7 acre of degraded wetlands
of low functional value. Wetland functional value assessments of the wetlands, conducted by a
licensed water resources engineer in accordance with the WDNR's standards, are provided in
Attachment 2. The development of this alternative would include an extensive storm water
management system. This system would be designed to replace the flood and storm water
attenuation, water quality, and wildlife habitat functions of the impacted wetlands.
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Additionally, this alternative would include the construction of the Expansion around, and
along, degraded wetlands of low functional value with a 50-foot minimum buffer. As a result,
this alternative would have a direct impact in the form of altered drainage patterns, reduced
surface water infiltration, and reduced groundwater recharge.

To provide a full 15 years of waste disposal service to the area, a new greenfield landfill would
be needed resulting in 234 acres of farmland being removed from service, along with an
unknown acreage of wetlands being affected which would likely be greater than the acreage
associated with this alternative.

An analysis was performed to model greenhouse gas emissions associated with this alternative.
Table 4 summarizes the greenhouse gas emission estimates. Specifically, if the site were not
expanded and a new greenfield site were to be built approximately 50 miles away, an additional
100-mile round trip of waste trucking would be needed. This results in approximately
5,684,064 tons of COz-equivalent greenhouse gas emissions for the 15-year period.

The annual greenhouse gas emissions associated with this alternative are equivalent to the
emissions associated with approximately 188,700 automobiles over the 15-year period.

Additionally, the MMSD is proposing to use landfill gas instead of natural gas to generate
electrical energy for 7 years or more. If the landfill gas were not available, natural gas would
continue to be used and would result in approximately 583,997 tons of COz-equivalent
greenhouse gas emissions over the 8-year period after Expansion closure.

3.4 Economic Assessment

The development cost for Alternative 2 is estimated to be $ 4.79 yd?* of developed airspace,
including the greenfield portion (see Attachment 1 - Cost Estimates and Table 6). The unit cost
for this alternative is substantially greater (45 percent) than for the Preferred Alternative. With
a design capacity of approximately 8.1 million yd?®, the total cost to develop the alternative
would be approximately $ 76.7 million (see Table 6).

The development cost was calculated by estimating the cost of the alternative, along with the
added cost of the greenfield landfill. The greenfield portion of the cost was calculated by
prorating portions of the greenfield by the number of years that it would be used to give the
equivalent 15-year site life. This total cost was then divided by the 16 million yd? of airspace to
get the final cost/ yd? (see Table 6).

Alternative 2 would give the VEPL an estimated site life of approximately 7 years. The
development of this alternative would result in the closure of the facility 8 years before closure
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would have occurred had a 15-year alternative (the Preferred Alternative) been implemented.
The development and operation of Alternative 2 would have both direct and indirect economic
impacts on the local community and the 10-county service area (see Table 2). The adverse
economic impacts would be as follows:

m  The local purchase of supplies and services by VEPL, and the payment of wages to VEPL
employees who are local residents. The stimulating, increasing effects of these monies on
the local economy were conservatively not included.

¥ Host fees and in-kind services that are to continue to be provided under the local host
agreement at the VEPL. VEPL and the local host communities have already agreed to
adopt the existing host agreement for this landfill expansion (see Table 5).

m  The need to redirect and transport waste (previously disposed at the VEPL) to other
landfills serving the service area, after the VEPL closes.

m  Decreased competition in the service area. Closure of the VEPL would allow the service
area market to potentially be monopolized by a single privately-owned waste management
company (see Figure 2). Based on historical competitive changes in the Wisconsin
marketplace, the closure of the VEPL would result in a direct increase in disposal pricing
within, and adjacent to, the service area. The economic impact considered was
conservatively limited to the service area.

Local Economic Benefits From Services and Labor -This alternative would provide an economic
benefit to the local community for the 7 years that it is in operation as a direct result of the
money that would be returned to the local economy in the form of services and materials
purchased, and wages paid by VEPL, resulting in no positive, stimulating, and increasing effects
on the local economy. Thereafter, there would be no significant positive economic impact on the
local community, as the facility would be closed. Ignoring the stimulating effect, and looking
only at the direct and immediate financial impact, Alternative 2, with its much shorter site life
than Alternative 5, would effectively result in an economic benefit of $ 46 million (when
normalized with a hypothetical 15-year life for comparison purposes). Refer to Table 2.

Local Economic Benefits from Host Fees and In-kind Services - The VEPL would close after
7 years of operation under this alternative, and there would be less host fees and in-kind
services for the local area. This would result in an economic benefit to the local area of
approximately $ 111 million (when normalized with a hypothetical 15-year life for comparison
purposes), which is substantially less than for the Preferred Alternative (refer to Table 2).

Waste Transportation Costs - Because the VEPL would close after 7 years of operation under
this alternative, there would be an adverse impact relating to the cost of waste disposal within
the 10-county service area when the VEPL closes. An adverse economic impact to local
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municipalities, industries, and residents would occur because there would be a need to redirect
and transport waste to more distant landfills, resulting in increased waste transportation costs
due to an increase in fuel consumption, labor costs, and wear and tear on the trucks. The
increased costs would be borne by the municipalities, businesses, and residents of the 10-county
service area. This cost increase is estimated to be $ 37 million (when normalized with a
hypothetical 15-year life for comparison purposes). Refer to Table 2. Additional potential lost
benefits include greenhouse gas emissions (Table 4), and an increase in the potential for traffic
related deaths, using National Highway Traffic Safety Administration (NHTSA) statistics
associated with the increased truck miles, as well as the increased wear and tear on the roads.

Service Area Competition -With this alternative, the VEPL would close after 7 years,
potentially allowing the service area to be monopolized by a single privately-owned waste
management company (see Figure 2). Based on historical competitive changes within
Wisconsin marketplaces, the closure of VEPL would likely result in increased disposal pricing
for the waste generated within the 10-county service area. This increased cost of disposal
would be borne by the municipalities, businesses, and residents within the service area. This
increased cost would be approximately $ 41 million (when normalized with a hypothetical
15-year life for comparison purposes). Refer to Table 2.

3.5 Conclusion

In conclusion, Alternative 2 — No Direct Impact to Agricultural Ditches and the Setback From
8-Mile Road would be extremely difficult logistically to construct and operate because of its
irregular shape. It would be financially and administratively inefficient for VEPL, the WDNR,
the affected municipalities, and the public, in that all parties would have to go through the
expensive and time-consuming permitting and local negotiation processes for only 7 years of
site life. This alternative has a prohibitively higher development cost, and its unit cost is
substantially greater than that of the other alternatives evaluated. This alternative will provide
34 percent less airspace capacity per acre of land than the Preferred Alternative No. 5. Since it
would result in the long-term closure of the VEPL in Waukesha County, the development of
this alternative would not allow for achieving the overall stated project purpose. This
alternative would result in increased waste transportation and disposal costs, while potentially
creating a near-monopoly of the 10-county service area by a single, privately-owned waste
management company within 7 years. It would also result in a loss of the money that has
historically been returned to the local economy in the form of services and materials purchased,
wages paid by VEPL, as well as host fees and in-kind services provided by Veolia under a local
host agreement. When considering the economic impacts to the local community and service
area, Alternative 2 would have a substantial negative economic impact on the local economy.
Normalizing this alternative with a hypothetical 15-year site life for comparison purposes, the
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net negative economic impact is estimated to be $ 241 million considering services, materials,
host fees, and in-kind services to the local economy as compared to the Preferred alternative.
Refer to Table 2. The benefits derived from the proposed MMSD landfill gas-to-energy project
would also be negatively impacted. As a result, Alternative 2 is not a practicable alternative as
defined in NR 103.07(2).
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Section 4
Alternative 3 -
No Impacts to Wetlands

The third design alternative evaluated is Alternative 3 — No Impacts to Wetlands. This design
alternative would consist of a downsized, reconfigured expansion south of the existing VEPL.
This alternative would not directly impact wetlands. Approximately 4 years of site life would
be provided by this expansion plus a greenfield landfill with a prorated 11-year capacity for a
total airspace of 16.3 million yd® for 15 years. The conceptual design for this alternative is
presented on Figure 4.

4.1 Technical Assessment

The conceptual design for this landfill consists of a 44-acre footprint that includes the expansion
footprint and an area over the existing landfill that would contain approximately 4.3 million yd?
of airspace, with an associated site life of approximately 4 years. The construction of this
alternative would not affect or degrade wetlands. As a result, the footprint has a very irregular
shape. Because of the reduced footprint size and the irregular shape, a number of construction
issues and inefficiencies would exist. Because of the reduced width and extent of the footprint,
significant acreages would be affected while generating minimal airspace. This alternative
would generate approximately 146,000 yd? of airspace per acre of footprint or 101,000 yd? of
airspace per acre of affected land. For comparison purposes, the Preferred Alternative would
generate approximately 229,000 yd® of airspace per acre of footprint or 183,000 yd? of airspace
per acre of affected land. In addition, a greenfield site would be needed to provide the
additional 11 years of capacity to achieve the 15 total years of waste disposal service, requiring
234 acres (for a 15-year site, even if only an 11-year capacity is needed). The area would include
agricultural land removed for the landfill and infrastructure needed to support a landfill:

roads, fencing, leachate tanks, piping, scale, offices, maintenance building, and LFG
building/flare. It is also conceivable that the siting of any greenfield site would directly or
indirectly affect a greater amount of wetlands than any of the proposed alternatives or preferred
option which would seem to be inconsistent with the intent and spirit of NR 103.

The property on which this alternative would be built is currently zoned M-3 Landfill
(see Figure 7).
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4.2 Logistical Assessment

This alternative would not be financially or administratively efficient for VEPL, the WDNR, the
affected municipalities, and the public, in that all parties, regardless of facility size, would have
to go through the expensive and time-consuming permitting and local negotiation processes.
The time and expenses involved with these processes are generally fixed and not directly
related to the size of the facility proposed. As a result, permitting and negotiating the local
agreement for a small facility consumes the same resources as a larger facility. With limited
funds, resources, and personnel, permitting and negotiating a small expansion is inefficient for
all concerned.

Additional logistical considerations associated with Alternative 3 include, but are not limited to,
satisfactorily addressing NR 103; preparing a feasibility report and plan of operation, and
obtaining regulatory approval of these documents from the WDNR; negotiating a local host
agreement with the affected municipalities; constructing the landfill; and obtaining regulatory
approval to beginning filling operations. These processes would require significant regulatory
agency involvement and evaluation.

This alternative would give the VEPL a site life of just 4 years. This limited site life would not
afford the VEPL adequate time to explore, identify, and develop a subsequent viable expansion
alternative. As a result, this alternative would, in all likelihood, be the last expansion
implemented at, nor near, the VEPL. This alternative would also be detrimental to the landfill
gas-to-energy project currently being developed between VEPL and the MMSD (see
Subsection 4.3).

4.3  Environmental Assessment

This alternative would call for the construction of a landfill expansion that would not impact
wetlands. Functional value assessments of the adjacent wetlands, conducted by a licensed
water resources engineer in accordance with the WDNR’s standards, are included in
Attachment 2. The development of this alternative would include an extensive storm water
management system. This system would be designed to replace the flood and storm water
attenuation, water quality, and wildlife habitat functions of the impacted wetlands.

This alternative would include the construction of this landfill expansion between W4, W,
WoA, W7, W9, and W12. As a result, this alternative would have an impact in the form of
altered drainage patterns, reduced surface water infiltration, and reduced groundwater
recharge.

An analysis was performed to model greenhouse gas emissions associated with this alternative.

Table 4 summarizes the greenhouse gas emission estimates. Specifically, if the site were not
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expanded and a new greenfield site was to be built approximately 50 miles away, an additional
100-mile round trip for the hauling of waste would be required. This results in approximately
5,702,743 tons of COz-equivalent greenhouse gas emissions over the 15-year period. The annual
greenhouse gas emissions associated with this alternative are equivalent to the emissions
associated with approximately 191,800 automobiles over the 15-year period.

Additionally, the MMSD is proposing to use landfill gas instead of natural gas for the operation
of their Jones Island facility and associated infrastructure. If the landfill gas were not available,
natural gas would continue to be used and would result in approximately 291,999 tons of
COrz-equivalent greenhouse gas emissions over the 4-year period after Expansion closure. The
balance of the waste disposal capacity not available at VEPL would be located at too great a
distance to feasibly pipe it to MMSD. The landfill gas generated within this greenfield facility
would conceivably be flared off rather than utilized.

4.4 Economic Assessment

The development cost for Alternative 3 is estimated to be $ 5.27/yd? of developed airspace,
including the greenfield portion (see Attachment 1 ~ Cost Estimates). The unit cost for this
alternative is substantially greater (i.e., 30 and 45 percent) than for the three other alternatives
(Alternative 2, 4, and the Preferred Alternative No. 5, respectively ). With a design capacity of
approximately 4.3 million yd?, the total cost to develop the alternative would be approximately
$ 84.3 million (see Table 6).

The development cost was calculated by estimating the cost of the alternative, along with the
added cost of the greenfield landfill. The greenfield portion of the cost was calculated by
prorating portions of the greenfield by the number of years that it would be used to give the
equivalent 15-year site life. This total cost was then divided by the 16 million yd?® of airspace to
get the final cost/ yd® (see Table 6). Alternative 3 would have an estimated site life of
approximately 4 years. The development of this alternative would result in the closure of the
facility 11 years before closure would have occurred had a 15-year alternative (i.e., the Preferred
Alternative ) been implemented. Development and operation of Alternative 3 would have both
direct and indirect economic impacts on the local community and the 10-county service area
(see Table 2). These economic impacts would be as follows:

®  The local purchase of supplies and services by Veolia, and the payment of wages to VEPL
employees who are local residents. The stimulating, increasing effects of these monies on
the local economy were conservatively not included.

®  Host fees and in-kind services that will be provided under the local agreement at the
VEPL. As VEPL and the affected municipalities have already agreed on adopting the
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current agreement for this expansion, the iocal communities are poised to receive the same
benefits they are currently receiving under the current agreement. (see Table 5).

m  The need to redirect and transport waste (previously disposed at the VEPL) to other
landfills serving the service area after the VEPL closes.

m  Decreased competition in the service area. Closure of the VEPL would allow the service
area market to potentially be monopolized by a single privately-owned waste management
company (see Figure 2). Based on historical competitive changes in the Wisconsin
marketplace, the closure of the VEPL would likely result in a direct increase in disposal
pricing within and adjacent to the service area. The economic impact considered was
conservatively limited to the service area.

Local Economic Benefits From Services and Labor - This alternative would provide an
economic benefit to the local community for the 4 years that it is in operation as a direct result of
the money that would be returned to the local economy in the form of services and materials
purchased, and wages paid by VEPL, resulting in no positive, stimulating, and increasing
effects on the local economy. Thereafter, there would be no significant positive economic
impact on the local community, as the facility would be closed. Ignoring the stimulating effect,
and looking only at the direct and immediate financial impact, Alternative 3, with its much
shorter site life than Alternative 5, would effectively result in an economic benefit of

$ 26 million (when normalized with a hypothetical 15-year life for comparison purposes).

Refer to Table 2.

Local Economic Benefits From Host Fees and In-Kind Services - The VEPL would close after
4 years of operation under this alternative, and there would be less host fees and in-kind
services for the local area. This would result in an economic benefit to the local area of
approximately $ 60 million (when normalized with a hypothetical 15-year life for comparison
purposes), which is substantially less then the Preferred Alternative (refer to Table 2).

Waste Transportation Costs - Because the VEPL would close after 4 years of operation under
this alternative, there would be an adverse impact relating to the cost of waste disposal within
the 10-county service area when the VEPL closes. An adverse economic impact to local
municipalities, industries, and residents would occur because there would be a need to redirect
and transport waste to more distant landfills, resulting in increased waste transportation costs
due to an increase in fuel consumption, additional labor costs, and wear and tear on the trucks.
The increased costs would be borne by the municipalities, businesses, and residents of the
10-county service area. This cost increase is estimated to be $ 54 million (when normalized with
a hypothetical 15-year life for comparison purposes). Refer to Table 2. Additional potential lost
benefits include an increase in greenhouse gas emissions (Table 4), and an increase in traffic
deaths (using NHTSA estimates) due to more large trucks on the road driving more miles, and
more wear and tear on the roads.
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Service Area Competition - With this alternative, the VEPL would close after 4 years,
potentially allowing the service area to be monopolized by a single privately-owned waste
management company (see Figure 2). Based on historical competitive changes within
Wisconsin marketplaces, the closure of VEPL would likely result in increased disposal pricing
for the waste generated within the 10-county service area. This increased cost of disposal
would be borne by the municipalities, businesses, and residents within the service area. This
increased cost would be approximately $ 60 million (when normalized with a hypothetical
15-year life for comparison purposes). Refer to Table 2.

4.5 Conclusion

In conclusion, Alternative 3 — No Impact to Wetlands would be financially and administratively
inefficient for VEPL, the WDNR, the affected municipalities, and the public, in that all parties
would have to go through the expensive and time-consuming permitting and local negotiation
processes for only 4 years of site life. This alternative has a prohibitively higher development
cost, and its unit cost is substantially greater than that of the other alternatives evaluated. This
alternative will provide 81 percent less airspace capacity per acre of land than the Preferred
Alternative No. 5. Since it would result in the long-term closure of the VEPL in Waukesha
County, the development of this alternative would not allow for achieving the overall stated
project purpose. This alternative would result in increased waste transportation and disposal
costs, while potentially creating a near-monopoly of the 10-county service area by a single,
privately-owned waste management company within 4 years. It would also result in a loss of
the money that has historically been returned to the local economy in the form of services and
materials purchased, wages paid by VEPL, as well as host fees and in-kind services provided by
Veolia under the local host agreement. When considering the economic impacts to the local
commumity and service area, Alternative 3 would have a substantial negative economic impact
on the local economy. Normalizing this alternative with a hypothetical 15-year site life for
comparison purposes, the net negative economic impact is estimated to be $ 347 million
considering services, materials, host fees, and in-kind services to the local economy as
compared to the Preferred alternative. Refer to Table 2. As a result, Alternative 3 isnot a
practicable alternative as defined in NR 103.07(2).
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Section 5
Alternative 4 -
Avoid Wetland No. 12 Alternative

The fifth design alternative evaluated is the Avoid Wetland No 12. This design alternative
would consist of constructing the landfill expansion southwest of the existing VEPL and
avoiding Wetland No. 12, The development of this alternative would result in the direct filling
of 11 acres of wetlands, and would provide approximately 14 years of site life, including a
prorated 1-year greenfield. The conceptual design for this alternative is presented on Figure 6.

5.1 Technical Assessment

The conceptual design for this landfill consists of a 86.81-acre footprint that includes the
expansion footprint and the area over the existing landfill, which would contain approximately
14.7 million yd® of airspace. The construction of this expansion would necessitate the direct
filling of 11.03 acres of degraded wetlands of low functional value (W6, Wéa, and W7, as well as
portions of W9}. This alternative would generate approximately 226,566 yd® of airspace per acre
of footprint or 175,000 yd? of airspace per acre of affected land. For comparison purposes,
Preferred Alternative No. 5 would generate approximately 229,000 yd?® of airspace per acre of
footprint or 183,000 yd?® of airspace per acre of affected land. In addition, a greenfield site
would be needed to provide an additional 1 year of capacity to achieve 15 years of waste
disposal service, requiring 234 acres (for a 15-year site, even if only a 1-year capacity is needed).
The area would include agricultural land to be removed for the landfill and infrastructure
needed to support a landfill: roads, fencing, leachate tanks, piping, scale, offices, maintenance
building, and LFG building/flare. This alternative, along with the Preferred Alternative
(Alternative 5), would postpone the need for a greenfield site longer than the other alternative,
thus, reducing the direct or indirect impact on wetlands at another location, which would be
consistent with the intent of NR 103.

5.2 Logistical Assessment

The logistical considerations associated with this alternative include, but are not limited to,
satisfactorily addressing NR 103; preparing a feasibility report and plan of operation, and
obtaining regulatory approval of these documents from the WDNR; negotiating a local host
agreement with the affected municipalities; constructing the landfill; and obtaining regulatory
approval to begin filling operations. Additionally, a WDNR Water Quality Certification Permit
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and a Section 404 Permit would be required from the USACE for wetland work. These
processes would require significant regulatory agency involvement and evaluation.

5.3 Environmental Assessment

This alternative would result in the direct filling of approximately 11.03 acres of degraded
wetlands of low functional value (W6, Wéa, W7, and W9). Functional assessments of these
wetlands, conducted by a licensed water resources engineer, in accordance with the WDNR's
standards, are included in Attachment 2. The development of this alternative includes an
extensive storm water management system. This system would be designed to replace the
flood and storm water attenuation, water quality, and wildlife habitat functions of the impacted
wetlands.

Since this alternative would result in the direct filling of approximately 11.03 acres of degraded
wetlands, VEPL has proposed a 76-acre high-quality restoration project, including 43 acres of
wetland and 33 acres of upland/prairie areas. VEPL has committed significant time, effort, and
funds to restore and enhance historical wetlands that are upstream and in the immediate
vicinity of Big Muskego Lake. This project would provide an opportunity to replace the

11.03 acres of degraded wetlands of low and moderate functional value affected by the
development of the Preferred Alternative with significantly more acres of higher quality
wetlands and native upland buffer. For more specific details of the Wetland Restoration, see
Section 9.

An analysis was performed to model greenhouse gas emissions associated with this alternative.
Table 4 summarizes the greenhouse gas emission estimates. Specifically, if the site were not
expected and a new greenfield site was to be built approximately 50 miles away, an additional
100-mile round trip of waste trucking would be needed. This results in approximately
4,515,552 tons of COr-equivalent greenhouse gas emissions over the 15-year period.

The annual greenhouse gas emissions associated with this alternative are equivalent to the
emissions associated with approximately 21,385 automobiles over the 15-year period.

Additionally, the MMSD is proposing to use landfill gas for the operation of their Jones Island
facility and associated infrastructure instead of natural gas. Although the volume of landfill gas
the disposal capacity realized with Alternative 4 would not provide the greatest offset to the
volume of natural gas used it would provide the greatest offset compared to the preferred
alternative. If the landfill gas were not available, natural gas would continue to be used and
would result in approximately 8,050 tons of COz-equivalent greenhouse gas emissions over the
1-year period after Expansion closure.
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54  Economic Assessment

The development cost for Alternative 4 is estimated to be $ 3.68/yd? of developed airspace plus
a 1 year prorated greenfield (see Attachment 1 - Cost Estimates), with a design capacity of
approximately 14.7 million yd® The total cost to develop the alternative would be
approximately $ 58.9 million (see Table 6).

The development cost was calculated by estimating the cost of the alternative, along with the
added cost of the greenfield landfill. The greenfield portion of the cost was calculated by
prorating portions of the greenfield by the number of years that it would be used to give the
equivalent 15-year site life. This total cost was then divided by the 16 million yd? of airspace to
get the final cost/ yd? (see Table 6).

The development and operation of Alternative 4 would have both direct and indirect economic
impacts on the local community and the 10-county service area (see Table 2). These economic
impacts would be as follows:

w  The local purchase of supplies and services by VEPL and the payment of wages to VEPL
employees who are local residents. The stimulating, increasing effects of these monies on
the local economy were conservatively not included.

»  Host fees and in-kind services that have been historically provided under the local
agreement with VEPL. The assumption is that any expansion alternative would include a
local agreement generally similar to the current agreement.

Local Economic Benefits From Services and Labor - This alternative would provide an
economic benefit to the local community for the 14 years that it is in operation as a direct result
of the money that would be returned to the local economy in the form of services and materials
purchased, and wages paid by VEPL, resulting in positive, stimulating, and increasing effects
on the local economy. Ignoring the stimulating effect, and looking only at the direct and
immediate financial impact, Alternative 4 would effectively result in an economic benefit of

$ 200 million. Refer to Table 2.

Local Economic Benefits From Host Fees And In-Kind Services - The VEPL site will operate
for 14 years, which would provide host fees and in-kind services for the local area. This would
result in an economic benefit to the local area of approximately $ 200 million. Refer to Table 2.

Waste Transportation Costs - Because the VEPL site would operate for 14 years, there would
only be a 1-year additional cost associated with waste transportation within the 10-county
service area. Refer to Table 2.

RMT, Inc., | Veolia Emerald Park Landfill, LLC 5-3
EAWPMSNAPITV00- 20655 \4 1\ RU02065541-002.DOCK 11425009 Final November 2009

o



Service Area Competition - With this alternative, the VEPL site would operate for 14 years and
would dispose of waste in a greenfield site for the final year and would provide healthy
competition in the service area (see Figure 2). Therefore, it is not likely to result in increased
disposal pricing for the waste generated within the 10-county service area. Refer to Table 2.

55 Conclusion

In conclusion, Alternative 4 would have a 14-year site life, plus 1 year to a greenfield site; would
have a reasonable development cost; and would provide a significant long-term positive
economic impact on the local community and service area. Development of the Preferred
Alternative would achieve the project VEPL expansion objective and provide environmentally
responsible solid waste disposal services to the 10-county service area. This alternative will
provide 5 percent less disposal capacity per acre of land use than the Preferred Alternative 5.
This alternative would provide an economic benefit to the local area of approximately

$ 277 million; however, a negative economic impact of $ 43 million over Alternative 5. Refer to
Table 2.

As aresult, this alternative, although not the most practicable, would be consistent with the
criteria defined in NR 103.07(2).
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Section 6
Alternative 5 -
Preferred Alternative

The fourth design alternative evaluated is the Preferred Alternative. This design alternative
would consist of constructing the landfill expansion southwest of the existing VEPL. The
development of this alternative would result in the direct filling of 14.3 acres of wetlands, and
would provide approximately 15 years of site life. The conceptual design for this alternative is
presented on Figure 5.

6.1 Technical Assessment

The conceptual design for this landfill consists of a 92-acre footprint that includes the expansion
footprint and the area over the existing landfill, which would contain approximately

16.3 million yd? of airspace. The construction of this expansion would necessitate the direct
filling of 14.3 acres of degraded wetlands of low functional value (W6, Wéa, and W7, as well as
portions of W9). This alternative would delay the need for a greenfield site the longest of all the
alternatives, thus, reducing the direct or indirect impact on wetlands at another location, which
would be consistent with the intent of NR 103.

The property on which this alternative would be built is currently zoned M-3 Landfill

(Figure 7). With this alternative, the full benefits of a gas-to-energy project between Veolia and
the MMSD can be realized. The economic benefits to the local government can continue
without disruption for 15 years.

6.2 lLogistical Assessment

The logistical considerations associated with the Preferred Alternative include, but are not
limited to, satisfactorily addressing NR 103; preparing a feasibility report and plan of operation,
and obtaining regulatory approval of these documents from the WDNR; negotiating a local host
agreement with the affected municipalities; constructing the landfill; and obtaining regulatory
approval to begin filling operations. Additionally, a WDNR Water Quality Certification Permit
and a Section 404 Permit would be required from the USACE for wetland work. These
processes would require significant regulatory agency involvement and evaluation.

6.3  Environmental Assessment

This alternative would resuit in the direct filling of approximately 14.3 acres of degraded
wetlands of low functional value (W6, Wéa, W7, and W9). Functional assessments of these
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wetlands, conducted by a licensed water resources engineer, in accordance with the WDNR's
standards, are included in Attachment 2. The development of this alternative includes an
extensive storm water management system. This system would be designed to replace the
flood and storm water attenuation, water quality, and wildlife habitat functions of the impacted
wetlands.

Since this alternative would result in the direct filling of approximately 14.3 acres of degraded
wetlands, VEPL has proposed a 76-acre high-quality restoration project, including 43 acres of
wetland and 33 acres of upland/prairie areas. VEPL has committed significant time, effort, and
funds to restore and enhance historical wetlands that are upstream and in the immediate vicinity
of Big Muskego Lake. This project would provide an opportunity to replace the 14.3 acres of
degraded wetlands of low and moderate functional value affected by the development of the
Preferred Alternative with significantly more acres of higher quality wetlands and native upland
buffer. For more specific details of the Wetland Restoration, see Section 9.

The annual greenhouse gas emissions associated with this alternative are equivalent to the
emissions associated with approximately 7,900 automobiles over the 15-year period.

Additionally, the MMSD is proposing to use landfill gas for the operation of their Jones Island
facility and associated infrastructure. The volume of landfill gas the disposal capacity realized
with Alternative 5 would provide the greatest offset to the volume of natural gas used, resulting
in a reduction of approximately 47,753 tons of greenhouse gas emissions over a 15-year period.

6.4 Economic Assessment

The development cost for the Preferred Alternative is estimated to be $ 3.30/yd’ of developed
airspace (see Attachment 1 -~ Cost Estimates). The unit cost for this alternative is the lowest of
the various alternatives. With a design capacity of approximately 16.3 million yd?3, the total cost
to develop the alternative would be approximately $ 52.8 million (see Table 1).

The development and operation of the Preferred Alternative would have both direct and
indirect economic impacts on the local community and the 10-county service area (see Table 2).
These economic impacts would be as follows:

m  The local purchase of supplies and services by VEPL and the payment of wages to VEPL
employees who are local residents. The stimulating, increasing effects of these monies on
the local economy were conservatively not included.

m  Host fees and in-kind services that have been historically provided under the local
agreement with VEPL. The assumption is that any expansion alternative would inciude a
local agreement generally similar to the current agreement.
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 -This alternative would provide an economic
benefit to the local commumty for the 15 years that it is in operation as a direct result of the
money that would be returned to the local economy in the form of services and materials
purchased, and wages paid by VEPL, resulting in positive, stimulating, and increasing effects
on the local economy. Ignoring the stimulating effect, and looking only at the direct and
immediate financial impact, Alternative 5, would effectively result in an economic benefit of

$ 98 million (because this Alternative has a 15-year site life, it is not necessary to normalize it
with a hypothetical 15-year life for comparison purposes). Refer to Table 2.

- The VEPL site will operate for
15 years, which would provide host fees and in-kind services for the local area. This would
result in an economic benefit to the local area of approximately $ 222 million (because this
Alternative has a 15-year site life, it is not necessary to normalize it with a hypothetical 15-year
life for comparison purposes). Refer to Table 2.

S - Because the VEPL site would operate for 15 years, there would
not be an additional cost assoc1ated with waste transportation within the 10-county service area.

Refer to Table 2.

With this alternative, the VEPL site would operate for 15 years and
would provide healthy competition in the service area (see Figure 2). Therefore, it is not likely
to result in increased disposal pricing for the waste generated within the 10-county service area.
Refer to Table 2.

6.5 Conclusion

In conclusion, Alternative 5 — Preferred Alternative would have a 15-year site life, would have
a reasonable development cost, would provide a significant long-term positive economic impact
on the local community and service area, and would provide 100%, 34%, 81%, and 5% more
airspace capacity per acre of land than Alternatives No. 1, 2, 3, and 4, respectively.
Development of the Preferred Alternative would achieve the project VEPL expansion objective
and provide environmentally responsible solid waste disposal services to the 10-county sexvice
area. This alternative would provide an economic benefit to the local area of approximately

$ 320 million (because this Alternative has a 15-year site life, it is not necessary to normalize it
with a hypothetical 15-year life for comparison purposes). Refer to Table 2.

As a result, the Preferred Alternative would be the most practicable alternative as defined in
NR 103.07(2).
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Section 7
Practicable Alternatives Analysis Summary

Because the Expansion would impact more than 0.1 acre of wetlands, and because the
Expansion would not be water or wetland dependent, NR 103 requires an analysis of the
practicable project alternatives. Recognizing that existing landfills by their nature are not
readily relocated, and that the general public interest is not served by facilitating the relocation
of existing, compliant landfills to new, undeveloped “greenfield” locations, WDNR guidance
allows for the alternatives review to “... be limited to areas adjacent to or on the same property ...” as
the existing landfill (WDNR guidance) (WDNR, 2007a). NR 103.07(2) defines practicable
alternatives as “... available and capable of being implemented after taking into consideration cost,
available technology, and logistics in light of the overall project purpose.”

In an effort to develop a comprehensive group of potential expansion alternatives, alternatives
that might achieve the project purpose, RMT and VEPL, through an iterative process with
WDNR staff, developed five substantially different expansion project alternatives that warrant
evaluation. These alternatives include taking no action (i.e., constructing a greenfield site),
using alternative sites (i.e., sites within the boundary of the property where the existing landfill
is located or property immediately adjacent to the existing landfill that is owned by VEPL), and
downsizing and/or reconfiguring the expansion to avoid wetland impacts. The alternatives
generally range from the no-action alternative, which would have the VEPL close without an
expansion, to several designs that would allow for up to 15 years of additional site life. Each of
the five design alternatives were examined on the basis of expansion site life, acreage requiring
disturbance, agricultural acreage impacted, local zoning and public acceptance (i.e., land use
compatibility), indirect and direct impacts to wetlands, the cost of landfill construction and
development, technical feasibility, logistics, air quality impacts to the environment, and the
direct and indirect economic impact on Waukesha County and the surrounding area. Tables 1
and 2 summarize the analysis of the various design alternatives utilizing these criteria.

After a practicability analysis of the five design alternatives, in accordance with NR 103 and the
associated WDNR guidance document, only Alternative 5 - Preferred Alternative was most
practicable. This conclusion was reached based on the following considerations.

The Preferred Alternative would be technically and logistically practical to permit, operated as
a compliant state-of-the-art facility, and maintained throughout the required 40-year post-
closure care period. The Preferred Alternative would also maintain the landfill at its current
location, which has already been approved by the local community. It would provide for long-
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term, cost-effective, uninterrupted waste disposal, recycling, and composting services for the
10-county service area, achieving the stated project purpose.

The Preferred Alternative would be the most financially and administratively efficient
alternative for the local community, the WDNR, and the VEPL, given that an extensive, time-
intensive permitting process would be conducted once to provide 15 years of additional site life.

7.1  Environmental Assessment

The Preferred Alternative would provide for the most efficient, highest-value use of land
resources, and would maximize the utilization of the existing landfill property —property that is
industriaily-impacted and has been used for waste disposal purposes since 1994,

An analysis was performed to model greenhouse gas emissions associated with each alternative
(refer to Table 4). Specifically, if the site were not expanded per the preferred Alternative 5, a
new greenfield site will need to be built approximately 50 miles away to accommodate a 15-year
site life for comparison purposes. An additional 100-mile round trip of waste trucking would
be needed to get to the greenfield site.

The following summarizes the model output for the five alternatives:

GREENHOUSE GAS CO, VEHICLE GREENHOUSE GAS
EQUIVALENT FOR 15 YEARS™ EQUIVALENTS FOR
ALTERNATIVE {tons) 15 YEARSY

1 4,631,600 13,800
2 4,583,700 7,600
3 4,609,900 10,200
4 2,175,900 300

5 2,000,500 16

Notes:
" ncludes fossil fuels and fandfill gas emissions,
@ Based on USEPA estimates of carbon dioxide equivalent.

As noted, Alternative 5 has the lowest greenhouse gas emissions. This is due to the fact that the
assumed 100-mile round trip waste trucking to a Greenfield would not be required and that the
landfill gas generated can be used at MMSD to offset the use of natural gas. The equivalent
number of automobile that would emit greenhouse gas equivalents are shown for ilustration

purposes,
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7.2  Economic Assessment

The cost to develop the Preferred Alternative would be reasonable (i.e., § 3.30/yd?® of airspace)
and substantially lower than the cost to develop Alternatives 2 and 3. Alternatives 2 and 3 have
development costs that are 12 and 45 percent greater, respectively, than that of the Preferred
Alternative. The cost differences between the Preferred Alternative and Alternatives 2 and 3 are
significant. Normalized over a hypothetical 15-year facility operating life, these differences
translate into development costs that are $ 8 million and $ 26 million greater than the Preferred
Alternative for Alternatives 2 and 3, respectively (see Table 1).

The Preferred Alternative would provide for a reasonable site life and, as a result, would
minimize adverse impacts relating to the cost of waste disposal within the 10-county service
area that will result at the time of closure. This adverse economic impact to local municipalities,
industries, and residents would occur when the VEPL closes as a direct result of the need to
redirect and transport waste to more distant landfills. Alternatives 2 and 3, with their shorter
site lives, would result in increased transportation and fuel costs. These costs would be borne
by the businesses and residents of the 10-county service area. These cost increases are
conservatively estimated to be $ 37 million and $ 54 million, for Alternatives 2 and 3,
respectively, when compared to the Preferred Alternative (see Table 2).

The Preferred Alternative would maintain aggressive, healthy competition within the 10-county
service area for another 15 years and would not allow the market area to potentially be
monopolized by a single privately-owned waste management company (see Figure 2}. Based
on historical competitive changes within Wisconsin marketplaces, the closure of the VEPL will
result in increased disposal pricing for the waste generated within the 10-county service area.
This increased cost of disposal would be borne by the municipalities, businesses, and residents
within the service area. This increased cost would be approximately § 41 million, and

$ 60 million for Alternatives 2 and 3, respectively, when compared to the Preferred Alternative.

The Preferred Alternative, when considering the economic impacts to the local community and
service area, would have a positive economic impact on the local economy of over § 320 million
as indicated in Table 2. Normalizing Alternatives 2 and 3, with a hypothetical 15-year life for
comparison purposes, would result in a negative impact on the local economy of § 241 million
and $ 347 million, respectively, when compared to the Preferred Alternative.

7.3  Conclusion

In summary, based upon this Practicable Alternatives Analysis, Chapter NR 103 regulations,
and the WDNR guidance document, of the five design alternatives developed and reviewed,
the Preferred Alternative is the most practicable and feasible to implement. Because the
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Preferred Alternative is the most practicable design, because it will affect wetlands, and because
no further practicable minimization measures can be taken that would still allow the project to
achieve the project purpose, NR 103.08 allows for the consideration of wetland restoration
projects and the potential wetland values provided by such projects.

The Preferred Alternative eliminates the need for a greenfield site for the next 15 years, thus,
reducing the direct or indirect impact on wetlands at another location, which would be
consistent with the intent of NR 103.
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Section 8
Analysis of Wetland, Water
Quality, and Environmental Impacts

The evaluations presented in Sections 2-6 established that the Preferred Alternative is the most
practicable design alternative for an expansion of the VEPL. Development of the Preferred
Alternative would involve filling three degraded wetlands of low functional value, W6, Wéa,
and W7, and portions of wetlands of moderate functional value, W9 and W12, totaling
approximately 14.3 acres. In addition, a portion of Drainage Ditch D2 (approximately 240 feet)
is proposed to be filled under the Preferred Alternative (see Figure 5). This section presents an
evaluation of the impacts that the development of the Preferred Alternative would have on
wetlands, water quality, and the environment in accordance with NR 103. The Wetland
Functional Value Assessments can be found in Attachment 2.

8.1  Wetlands Directly Impacted

The following excerpts are wetland descriptions from the December 2008 Wetland Delineation
Report (NRC, 2008), prepared for VEPL by Natural Resources Consulting, Inc. (NRC). The
common plant names have been added to provide clarity.

w  Wetland 4 (W4) — W4 is a 16-acre (0 acres removed for Alternatives 1, 3, 4, and 5) wet
meadow/scrub -shrub complex located to the south/southwest of the active landfill area. The only
portion of this wetland that will be impacted is a small depressed corridor alongside a driveway
located within the extreme southwestern corner of the wetland. Reed canary grass and red-osier
dogwood dominate the vegetative communities within the area of impact. Additionally reed canary
grass dominates much of the other portions of the wetland, however, prairie cordgrass and other
prairie forbs, including grassleaf goldenrod and sawtooth sunflower (Helianthus grosseserratus)
become more dominate within the northern, wet meadow portion of Wetland 4. Other species that
are found within the shrub community includes sandbar willow, dogwoods, and cockspur hawthorn
(Crataegus crus-galli). Indicators of hydric soils include a depleted matrix and thick dark surface
layer (Indicators A12 and F3} and the presence of muck soils, NRCS Indicator Al. Indicators of
wetland hydrology are limited to secondary indicators, including the FAC-neutral test and local soil
survey data.

Uplands adjacent to Wetland 4 generally grade downward to the wetland boundaries. They are
comprised of agricultural fields planted in winter wheat and soybeans (Glycine max), landfill slopes,
and fallow fields dominated by old-field vegetation, including Canada and giant goldenrod,
Kentucky bluegrass, tall fescue (Festuca arudinacen), veed canary grass, and dandelion. Generally,
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soils at upland sampling locations did not exhibit indicators of hydric soil. Wetland hydrology
indicators were not observed at upland sampling locations.

Wetland 6 (W6) — W6 is a 0.19 acre (0 acres removed with Alternatives 1 and 3, all removed
with Alternatives 2, 4, and 5) isolated depression within an agricultural setting, located to the
southwest of the active landfill area. The vegetative community is a wet meadow dominated by reed
canary grass and saplings of sandbar willow. Indicators of hydric soils include a loamy gleyed
matrix, NRCS Indicator F2. Indicators of wetland hydrology are limited to secondary indicators,
including the FAC-neutral test and local soil survey data.

Wetland 6 is surrounded by an agricultural field, most recently planted in soybeans. Species
interspersed within the field are indicative of upland conditions, and include dandelions and Queen
Anne’s Ince (Daucus carota). Soils at upland sampling locations did not exhibit indicators of hydric
soils, nor were wetland hydrology indicators observed.

Wetland 6a (Wba) — Wéa is 1 0.16 acre (0 acres removed with Alternatives 1 and 3, all
removed with Alternatives 2, 4, and 5) isolated depression at the edge of an agricultural field,
located to the southwest of the active landfill area. The wetland is comprised of a wet meadow
community dominated by hybrid cattail (Typha x glauca) and barnyard grass (Echinochloa
crusgalli). Additional wetland species that were observed include swamp tickseed (Bidens comosus)
and water plantain (Alisma subcordatum). Indicators of hydric soil include a depleted matrix below
a dark surface soil layer, NRCS Indicator A11. Indicators of wetland hydrology are limited to
secondary indicators, including the FAC-neutral test and local soil survey data.

Wetland 6A is surrounded to the west, south, and east by agricultural fields formerly planted in
soybeans and alfalfa (Medicago sativa). Additional species that were interspersed amongst the
planted crops are indicative of upland conditions, such as dandelions and Queen Anne’s lace. To the
north of the Wéa is an old-field community which supports upland species such as squirrel tail grass
(Hordewm jubatum), heath aster (Aster ericoides), and dandelions. Soils at upland sampling
locations did not exhibit indicators of hydric soils, nor were wetland hydrology indicators observed.

These areas have historically been farmed, especially in the recent past.

Wetland 7 (W7) — W7 is a 0.21 acre (0 acres removed with Alternatives 1 and 3, all removed
with Alternatives 2, 4, and 5) isolated depression at the edge of an agricultural field, located to the
southwest of the active landfill area. The vegetative community is wet meadow dominated by river
bulrush (Scirpus fluviatilis) and field nut sedge (Cyperus esculentus). In addition, remnants of
soybeans are present, which indicate that most of W7 was farmed in 2005. Indicators of hydric soils
include a depleted matrix below a dark surface soil layer, NRCS Indicator A11. Indicators of
wetland hydrology are limited to secondary indicators, including the presence of water-stained
leaves, the FAC-neutral test and local soil survey data.

Wetland 7 is bordered by an agricultural field to the west and south, most recently planted in
soybeans. Vegetation within the field is indicative of upland conditions, such as dandelions and
Queen Anne’s lace. The northern and eastern sides of Wetland 7 support upland old-field
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vegetation, including squirrel tail grass (Hordeum jubatum), heath aster (Aster ericoides), and
dandelions. Soil at upland sampling locations did not exhibit indicators of hydric soil, nor were
wetland hydrology indicators observed.

These areas have historically been farmed, especially in the recent past.

Wetland 9 (W9) ~ W9 is a 37.27 acre (0 acres removed for Alternatives 1, 2, and 3, 11.03 acres
removed for Alternatives 4 and 5) wetland located to the west of the active landfill area. It
comprises much of the northwestern portion of the overall property. However, only the southern
third of W9 will be impacted by the proposed alternative. This wetland supports an extensive wet
meadow community, much of which is a monotypic stand of reed canary grass. Sedge species {Carex
stricta, C. lacustris) and saw tooth sunflowers are scattered amongst the veed canary grass.
Indicators of hydric soils in the wetland include a depleted layer below a dark surface soil layer o7 a
thick dark surface layer, NRCS Indicators A11 and A12. Indicators of wetland hydrology are
limited to secondary indicators, including the presence of water-stained leaves, the FAC-neutral test
and local soil survey data.

The southern tip of W9 has been recently farmed, as remnant soybeans were observed within the
area. However, reed canary grass was present in addition to the soybeans, which is a hydrophytic
species. This portion of W9 is comprised of a muck soil, NRCS Indicator Al. Indicators of wetland
hydrology are limited to secondary indicators, including the FAC-neutral test and local soil survey
data.

Wetland 9 is bordered by agricultural fields and lawn arens. The agricultural fields are planted in
soybeans, and the lawns in Kentucky bluegrass. Weeds in the fields and lawns are indicative of
upland conditions, and include Canada goldenrod, dandelions, and Queen Anne’s lace. Soils at
upland sampling locations did not exhibit indicators of hydric soil, nor were wetland hydrology
indicators observed.

The function of wetland W-9 for storm water attenuation was considered moderate due primarily to
its overall size within the watershed. Combined with the clayey characteristics of the soils (low
infiltration capacity) in the area and that the hydrologic characteristic of wetland W-9 is primarily
surface water driven, the extensive ditching that historically occurred in wetland W-9 has denuded
this function. This has effectively short-circuiting the benefit that this wetland provides for storm
water attenuation. The residence time that is necessary to provide significant attenuation is not
provided by wetland W-9.

This was one of the primary reasons why the Mitigation Review Team agreed that the mitigation
efforts proposed and implemented on the Emerald Park Landfill site would provide significant storm
water attenuation. This mitigation effectively removed the short-circuiting effects of the
drainageways (in the area of the mitigation) thereby increasing residence time of storm water events
within the system. This wetland mitigation area has effectively improved the storm water
attenuation of the wetland systems on EPI and benefited the end receptor, Big Muskego Lake. This
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improvement in storm water attenuation / treatment exceeds the loss due to the proposed impacts to
wetland W-9, resulting in a net gain in benefit to the system.

The function of filtration of sediment and nutrients (water quality benefits) by wetland W-9,
although present, is based primarily on the size of this wetland in relation to the overall watershed.
As discussed under storm water attenuation functional benefits above, the short-circuiting that the
drainageways through wetland W-9 provide denude the overall water quality function benefit to the
overall system. However, there is a positive net benefit to the overall water quality functions of the
wetland systems when adding the wetland mitigation already implemented on the EPI site. The
proposed impact to the fringe of wetland W-9 from the proposed landfill cell, when accounting for the
mitigation already implemented on the site, will not result in a significant loss of water quality
function.

n  Wetland 12 (W12) - W12 is a 3.67 acre (0 acres removed for Alternatives 1, 2, 3, and 4, and
2.7 acres for Alternative 5) wet meadow-shallow marsh complex located to the southwest of the
active landfill area. The wet meadow community, which comprises the majority of the wetland, is
dominated by monotypic stands of reed canary grass. The shallow marsh community makes up the
western portion of W12 and is comprised primarily of hybrid cattail. Small areas of scrub-shrub
communities are scattered though out the wetland, and are dominated by red osier dogwood, gray
dogwood, sandbar willow and young green ash trees (Fraxinus pennsylvanica). The wetland soils
are characterized by a thick dark surface layer, NRCS Indicator A12. Indicators of wetland
hydrology are limited to secondary indicators, including the FAC-neutral test and local soil survey
data.

Uplands adjacent to Wetland 12 include agricultural fields and wooded mounds. The agricultural
fields are planted in winter wheat and alfalfa, although remnanis of an earlier soybean crop remain.
The wooded, topographically high areas contain plant communities dominated by oak trees,

including black oak (Quercus veluting), northern pin oaks, and bur onks. Soils at upland sampling
locations did not exhibit indicators of hydric soils, nor were wetland hydrology indicators observed.

Wetlands 9 and 12 are dominated by reed canary grass. Although the wildlife habitat that these
wetlands provide is ranked as moderate, this assessment is limited to a very narrow vange of species
such as rodent populations. Limited perching opportunities exists within these two wetlands, other
than in areas far removed from the proposed impacts, for raptors to take advantage of these rodent
populations for a food source. The low floral diversity that wetlands 9 and 12 exhibit cannot
support the range of species necessary to draw the conclusion that the proposed impacts would result
m a significant loss of wildlife habitat function that these wetlands provide.

w  Drainage ditch D2 - D2 is a channelized agricultural drainage ditch located within W9,
Approximately 240 feet’ of its length will be fmpacted by the proposed alternative. Based on
historical aerials obtained of section 36, Township 5 North, Range 20 East, it can be seen that the
240 feet of D2 to be impacted by the proposed landfill cell was constructed prior to 1950. No aerials
were available prior to 1950 from the Arthur H. Robinson Map Library in Madison. Howeuver,
based upon the straight characteristics of D2 and associated drainageways, and the fact that there
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appear to be no remnants of a natural waterway either up or downstream of D2, it appears that no
historical waterways were present in the area prior to D2's construction.

Representatives of VEPL met on site with Ms. Susan Beyler of the Wisconsin Department of
Natural Resources. At this time Ms. Beyler assessed the drainageways on the property. This
assessment included all of drainageway D2. Ms. Beyler noted that the characteristics of D2
(straight, steep bank) were not conducive to providing the appropriate habitat for game fish
reproduction or management. This comment included species such as Northern Pike.

For these reasons, VEPL feels that it is an appropriate action to not alter its original proposal to
impact the proposed 240 feet of drainage ditch D2 and maximize the limits of the landfill cell in this
location. Furthermore, VEPL will relocate this section of drainageway D2 further to the west of its
current location. The newly constructed waterway will be located to the west of the proposed cell.
It's source of water will be the proposed biocells and treated storm water drainage from the newly
created subwatershed on the site.

Portion of D2

to be relocated

1950

8.2  Evaluation of Impacts to Wetlands

In addition to the wetland descriptions provided in Subsection 7.1, completed functional
assessments for W4, W6, Wea, W7, W9 (includes D2), and W12 were conducted in accordance
with the WDNR’s standards. As indicated in the wetland descriptions in Subsection 7.1 and in
the functional value assessments summarized below, the Expansion will involve the filling of
three degraded wetlands of low functional value, W6, W6a, and W7. Also impacted would be
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portions of moderate functional value wetlands W4, W9, and W12. The results of the
investigations performed by Natural Resources Consulting (NRC) on the above wetlands and
other surrounding wetlands are presented in detail in the December 2008 Wetland Delineation
Report (NRC, 2008).

8.21 Impacts to Functional Value of Wetlands

The soil, hydrology, and vegetation associated with the wetlands proposed to be filled
and other surrounding wetlands were investigated by NRC to evaluate characteristics,
aerial extent, and environmental value. In general, the wetlands (other than W4 and
W9) may serve as small independent watersheds that collect direct precipitation and
surface water runoff.

Wetland functional values are described in Attachment 2. Table 3 summarizes the
significance of the wetland functional values for each wetland that will be impacted by
the Preferred Alternative. Although all wetlands clearly have some value, the wetlands
proposed to be disturbed have been identified has having no/low fishery habitat value
and no shoreline protection value. They have also been identified as having
predominately low floral diversity; low wildlife habitat value; low-to-medium water
quality protection value; low groundwater value; and low aesthetics, recreational, and

educational value.

The development of the Preferred Alternative would include an extensive storm water
management system. This system would be designed to replace, and improve, the flood
and storm water attenuation, water quality, and wildlife habitat functions presently
provided by the wetlands to be impacted.

Based on current technology and potential designing efforts, the predevelopment versus
post-development water budget would be similar. Thus, the functional value of the
remaining surrounding wetland areas would not be significantly affected by the
development.

8.22 Significance of Impacts to Water Quality Standards (per NR 103.03)

To assess the significance of the impacts to the wetland areas located within the
expansion area, the “wetland water quality standards” contained in NR 103.03(1) are
addressed as follows:

1. As aresult of the historical surrounding agricultural and industrial practices within
the Proposed Expansion area, W6, W6a, and W7 provide minimal storm water and
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flood water attenuation. W4, W9, and W12 provide for a moderate level of storm
water attenuation.

2. As aresult of the historical surrounding agricultural and industrial practices within
the Proposed Expansion area, W4, W6, Wéa, W7, W9, and W12 provide minimal
hydrologic functions. These wetlands are formed within a clayey soil, the
hydrology of which is primarily surface water driven.

3. Asaresult of the historical surrounding agricultural and industrial practices within
the Proposed Expansion area, W4, W6, Wéa, W7, W9, and W12 provide moderate
filtration or storage of sediment and nutrients. These wetlands are located within
the upper reaches of the Big Muskego Lake watershed and act to provide filtration
of sediment prior to discharge to this area of special natural resource interest.

4. W4, W6, Wea, W7, W9, and W12 are not associated with shorelines.

5. As aresult of the historical surrounding agricultural and industrial practices within
the Proposed Expansion area, W6, Wéa, and W7 provide minimal habitat for
resident and transient wildlife species. W4, W9, and W12 provide moderate habitat
for resident and transient wildlife species.

6. As aresult of the historical surrounding agricultural and industrial practices, and
their physical location, W4, W6, Wea, W7, W9, and W12 provide minimal
recreational, cultural, educational, scientific, and natural aesthetic value and/or
uses.

When combined with the wetland restoration efforts that VEPL has on its lands to the
west, the filling of W4, W6, W6a, W7, D2, and portions of W9 and W12 would have little
to no effect on the wetland water quality standards identified in NR 103.03(1).

The water quality standards in the wetlands surrounding the Expansion would be
positively influenced (in a manner similar to that implemented at the existing land/fili)
by the development of sedimentation basins/ponds and wetland biofilters. These
constructed features would be assessed on a regular basis and managed accordingly to
promote additional surrounding wetland functional development.

8.2.3 Cumulative Impacts and Potential Secondary Impacts

Secondary impacts associated with the development of the Preferred Alternative would
be minimal because the support and leachate handling facilities already in place would
continue to be used for the expansion. The traffic from waste transportation vehicles
would be managed similarly to existing traffic with levels of noise and dust associated
with the Expansion project expected to be similar to existing levels. The Expansion
would be located on approximately 630 acres of land owned by VEPL; thus, visual
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impacts from the site would be mitigated by setback distances, natural and planted
vegetation, and berms surrounding the site.

The project is not expected to have significant impact on the biological communities in
the area. Clay soil for the expansion liner and cover systems would come from within
the Expansion footprint.

Secondary impact to the hydrology of remaining wetlands as a result of proposed filling
activities will be countered with the use of constructed wetland biofilters. These
biofilters will be positioned such that hydrology will be replaced within remaining
wetlands from which surface water will be diverted as a result of the proposed landfill
expansion.

8.24 Impacts to Wetland Areas of Special Natural Resource Interests (per NR 103.04)

NR 103.04 requires that the impacts to wetlands in areas of special natural resources be
assessed. NR 103.04 lists specific areas designated as having special natural resource
interest. A review of these listed areas clearly establishes that W4, W6, W6a, W7, and
W12 are not within the boundary of a designated area of special natural resource
interest, and that they are not in proximity to, nor do they have direct hydrologic
connection to, such a designated area. However, it does appear that W4 and W9 have a
direct hydrologic connection to an area of special natural resource interest (Big Muskego
Lake) via a U.S. Geological Survey (USGS) waterway (portions of which are labeled on
the accompanying plan set as D1 and D2).

8.3 Conclusions and Recommendations

Investigations of the wetland quality and values associated with W4, W6, Wéa, W7, W9, and
W12 establish that they are severely disturbed, as a direct result of adjacent historical farming,
industrial operations, and dominance of invasive and low-quality species. Consequently, the
overall functional value for wetlands W6, Wéa, and W7 is considered to be low. The functional
value of W4, W9, and W12 is considered to be moderate, primarily due to their size and
increased floral diversity (W4). These wetlands or portions of these wetlands would be filled
during the expansion of the VEPL. On the basis of this Practicable Alternatives Analysis and on
this environmental analysis, the development of the Preferred Alternative would not result in
significant adverse impacts to wetland functional values, significant adverse impacts to water
quality, or other significant adverse environmental consequences.

Wetlands W6, W6a, and W7 are degraded wetlands of low functional value. Wetlands W4, W9
and W12 are considered wetlands of moderated functional value. The development of the
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Preferred Alternative would include replacing these wetlands with a portion of a larger area of
adjacent higher quality wetlands that would be restored and preserved in perpetuity as part of
a 76-acre high-quality wetland restoration project, including 43 acres of wetland and 33 acres of
upland/prairie areas. The plans for this restoration project have been approved by the WDNR,
the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA), the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
(USFWS), the Natural Resource Conservation Service (NRCS), and the U.S. Army Corps of
Engineers (USACE). Monitoring of the wetland restoration areas began in late 2000 and
continues today.
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Section 9
Wetland Restoration

The development of the Preferred Alternative would require the direct filling of 14.3 acres of
degraded wetlands of low and moderate functional value. The wetland restoration proposed is
described in the paragraphs that follow.

VEPL is in the process of developing a 76-acre high-quality restoration project, including

43 acres of wetland and 33 acres of upland/prairie areas on its property at the VEPL,
immediately adjacent to the existing landfill and the Preferred Alternative development

(NRC, 2008). This large restoration project, to which VEPL has committed significant time,
effort, and funds, will create, restore, and enhance historical wetlands that are upstream and in
the immediate vicinity of Big Muskego Lake. This project would provide an opportunity to
replace the 0.7 acre for Alternative 2, the 14.3 acres for Alternative 5, and the 11.03 acres for
Alternative 4 of degraded wetlands of low and moderate functional value affected by the
development of the Preferred Alternative with significantly more acres of higher quality
wetlands and native upland buffer.

This restoration project was specifically developed to be of the highest quality and was
developed in coordination with the WDNR, the USACE, the USEPA, the USFWS, and the
NRCS, in accordance with Chapter NR 350 and the WDNR guidance document (WDNR, 2007).
With this project, VEPL will restore and enhance approximately 53.42 acres of historical
wetlands and 24.83 acres of mesic prairie and oak savanna buffer for the express purpose of
significantly improving habitat, water quality, and storm water management in the Big
Muskego Lake Watershed. This project was conceived and developed to be the standard by
which future proposed wetland restoration projects might be judged. The project was recently
approved by the Secretary of the WDNR, the USEPA, the USFWS, the NRCS, and the USACE.

NRC completed preconstruction photo monitoring in the winter of 2004, and completed
construction oversight during scrapes and berm breeches, post-construction photo monitoring,
and water level monitoring in 2005. During the 2005 growing season, Agrecol, Inc., completed
vegetation management (several rounds of herbicide treatment) to eradicate invasive species
and provide conditions for the establishment of native species. NRC completed photo
monitoring again in the fall of 2005, and Agrecol installed native seeds on the site during the
winter 2005 dormant season. NRC completed a site walk-through in April and September 2006.
Maintenance of this property has been on-going.
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Section 10
Conclusion

In conclusion, of the five conceivable landfill expansion design alternatives analyzed for VEPL,
one alternative was deemed most practicable, ... available and capable of being implemented after
taking into consideration cost, available technology and logistics in light of the project purposes”

[NR 103.07(2)] -~ the Preferred Alternative. The Preferred Alternative would provide for the
most efficient, highest-value use of land resources, while maximizing the utilization of the
existing landfill property —property that is industrially impacted and has been used for waste
disposal purposes since 1994. It would also allow for maintaining the landfill at the location
that the local community has grown to accept. The development of the Preferred Alternative
would achieve the project purpose of

1. providing uninterrupted, competitive, efficient, cost-effective, and environmentally sound
waste disposal, recycling, and composting services to Waukesha County and the
surrounding nine counties in the VEPL service area; and

2. satisfying the public long-term need for disposal capacity within the service area.

It would do so in a manner that would provide maximum economic and environmental benefit
to the people and businesses within the 10-county service area.

There are significant considerations for approving Alternative No. 5 over Alternatives 1, 2, 3,
and 4:

Number of acres disturbed per cubic vards of airspace gained — The preferred Alternative
No. 5 will provide 100 percent (183,000 yd? versus 0 yd®), 34 percent (183,000 yd® versus

101,000 yd3), 81 percent (183,000 yd?® versus 137,000 yd?) and 5 percent (183,000 yd® versus
175,000 yd?) more airspace capacity per acre of land used than the development of

Alternatives 1, 2, 3 and 4 respectively. To put this into perspective, it will take 92 acres to
develop the preferred Alternate No. 5 landfill footprint to gain 15 years of waste storage
capacity compared to approximately 235 acres needed to develop a greenfield landfill footprint
and support facilities for an equivalent volume of airspace.

Economic impact to local economies —~ Alternative No. 5 will provide an estimated

$ 320 million economic benefit through services, materials, and host fees to the local economy
over Alternative No. 1, § 241 miillion over Alternative No. 2, $ 347 million over Alternative
No. 3, and $ 43 million over Alternative No. 4.
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Impacts to wetlands — The preferred Alternative No. 5 will result in the direct filling of

14.3 acres for the 16,000,000 yd® of airspace capacity and need a 92-acre footprint. Alternative
No. 1 will likely require 235 acres of land for development of a greenfield landfill footprint and
support facilities and potentially will disturb more wetlands to acquire this amount of property
needed for development.

Alternative No. 2 will result in 0.7 acres of wetland disturbed and a 70-acre landfill footprint on
VEPL's property and within 7 years will require a greenfield site and the wetlands potentially
disturbed with a greenfield site to achijeve an equivalent 16,000,000 yd® landfill.

Alternative No. 3 will result in no wetland disturbed and a 44-acre landfill footprint on VEPL’s
property and within 4 years will require a greenfield site and the wetlands potentially disturbed
with a greenfield site to achieve a total equivalent 16,000,000 yd?® landfill. Alternative No. 4 will
resultin 11 acres of wetland disturbed and an 87 acre landfill footprint for a 14 year landfill site
with approximately 1.6 million cubic yards of less airspace capacity than Alternative No. 5 will
provide.

The preferred Alternative, as contemplated, would have an adverse effect on certain, isolated
fow-quality wetlands. Nonetheless, because of the low functional value of the affected
wetlands, the regional abundance of this type of wetland, and the significant wetland
restoration project proposed by VEPL, the Expansion would improve the overall wetland
habitat, water quality, and the environment in Waukesha County.

In evaluating these practicable alternatives a reasonable perspective needs to be applied. For
example, the greenfield siting of a landfill is a much more difficult process than the siting of
some other commercial development such as a Target store. A landfill may require anywhere
between 200 and 300 acres of property for the landfill and all the facilities needed to support
landfill operations. In comparison a Target store may require only 20 or 30 acres of property.
This is confirmed by the fact that there are presently 76 existing Target stores in the vicinity of
the 14 existing landfills shown on Figure 2. It is much easier to find a 20 or 30 acres tract of
property where wetlands would not be disturbed for this type of commercial development,
while nearly impossible to find 200 acres that would not require disturbing a wetland in this
part of the state for the development of the landfill.

Increase in pollution with a Greenfield site versus permitting an expansion at VEPL ~

Alternative No. 5 will have the lowest increase in greenhouse gases emissions of the alternatives
and would have even a greater benefit in decreasing greenhouse gas emissions with the
development of a landfill gas-to-energy system proposed by VEPL and MMSD. Refer to

Table 4.
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Comparing Alternative No. 1 to Alternative No. 5 shows that more greenhouse gases will be
generated by Alternative 1, because this alternative will require the permitting of a Greenfield
site at another location. Assuming a Greenfield system located 50 miles from VEPL,
approximately 2,632,000 tons of additional greenhouse gases over 15 years would be
contributed to the environment with additional truck traffic and continued use of natural gas as
MMSD over Alternative b.

Comparing Alternative No. 2 to Alternative No. 5 shows that more greenhouse gases will be
generated over Alternative 5 because this alternative will require the permitting of a greenfield
site at another location 7 years after this alternative expansion is constructed. Assuming a
greenfield system located 50 miles from VEPL, approximately 2,594,000 tons of additional
greenhouse gases over 15 years would be contributed to the environment with additional truck
traffic over the present operation.

Comparing Alternative No. 3 to Alternative No. 5 shows that more greenhouse gases will be
generated over Alternative 5, because this alternative will require the permitting of a greenfield
site at another location 4 years after this alternative expansion is constructed. Assuming a
greenfield system located 50 miles from VEPL, approximately 2,610,000 tons of additional
greenhouse gases over 15 years would be contributed to the environment by additional truck
traffic over the present operation.,

Comparing Alternative No. 4 to Alternative No. 5 shows that more greenhouse gases will be
generated over Alternative 5, because this alternative will require the permitting of a greenfield
site at another location 14 years after this alternative expansion is constructed. Assuming a
greenfield system located 50 miles from VEPL, approximately 175,400 tons of addition
greenhouse gases would be contributed to the environment by additional truck traffic over a
15-year period.
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Table 2
Local Economic Impact Analysis
Veolia Emerald Park Landfill Expansion
Practicable Alternatives Analysis

"ESTIMATED DIRECT ECONOMIC . | 'ESTIMATED DIRECT ECONOMIC
B IMPACT ON LOCAL COMMUNITY | IMPACT ON-LOCAL COMMUNITY o} . -
B R S e e T | RESULTING FROM THE NEED TO | RESULTING FROM INGREMENTAL |7 7. .
| PIRECT ECONOMIC BENEFIT TO LOCAL | :DIRECT ECONOMIC BENEFIT TO | TRANSPORT WASTE PREVIOUSLY. | INCREASE OF DISPOSAL PRICING § - R SRR
1~ COMMUNITY RESULTING FROM VEPL LOCAL COMMUNITY RESULTING . DISPOSED AT VEPLTO - ‘RELATED TOREDUCED NETECONOMIC ] T
i ~PAYROLL AND PURCHASE OF . FROM HOST FEES AND iN-KtND- ALTERNATIVE DISPOSAL COMPET!TION WITHIN THE" 1 BENEFITTOLOCAL ] =
) SERVICES FEIR SER\HCES ) : FACELITIES - SERVICE AREA c R - { COMMUNITY WHEN: NET ECONOM [
o R R A B e R i B g R I EcoNoMIc ©] COMPAREDTO | BENEFITTO LOGAL"
1 APPROX{MATE-'-- ST e T TOTAL$BENEFIT_ _ TOTAL$BENEF1T- TOTALsaMPACT_ TOTAL$1MPACT..'. UBENERITTO - | 16 MILLION CY, COMMUNITYWHEN i
.': DESIGN -:AP_PROX.IMATE'_ S Tl ; OVER LIFEQF QVERLIFEOE ™ - TSI & . OVERLIFEOR. o T oi B OVF.R LIFE OF THELOGAL - .15-_YE_AR i..iFE_VEF;'L : COMPARED 7O
S A CAPACiTY JEUSITELRE ) o SIYEAR o o FACITY SlCY | FACILITY L BICY FACIITY. - - USCY. o FAC“-’TY <7 ] COMMUNITY | ' ALTERNATIVE ?REFERR&D OPT!ON_'
RS TUALTERNATIVE - - Ceyy U " fyears) " {1 g2y iq3). {4} 8 (8} o A8} . gy gy D)y
Alternative No. 1
“No Action” or No-Expansion aliernative
VEPL used for disposal 0 G $6,550,000 $0 $13.61 $0 50 $0 ($155,000,000) {$475,000,000)
Greenfieid landfill in or near the VEPL service area used for 16,316,300 15 $0.00 $0 $0.00 $0 {$4.50) ($73,420,000) ($5.00) ($81,580,000)
disposal to complete 15-year, 16 million cy life cycle I
Alternative No. 2
“No direct impact to agricultural ditches and setback from 8 Mile
Road"” alternative
VEPL used for disposal 8,144,700 7 $6.550,000 $45,850,000 $13.61 $110,850,000 $0 $156,700,000 $79,000,000 ($241,000,000)
Other landfills in or near the VERL service area used for 8,171,600 8 $0.00 %0 $0.00 $0 ($4.50) ($36,770,000) ($5.00) ($40,860,000)
disposal to complete 15-year, 16 million cy life cycle
Alternative No. 3
“No impacts to wetlands” alternative
VEPL used for disposal 4,387,800 4 $6,550,000 $26,200,000 $13.81 $59,720,000 $0 $85,920,000 {$27,000,000) ($347,000,000)
Other jandfills in or near the VEPL service area used for 14,928,500 11 $0.00 $0 $0.00 $0 {$4.50) ($53,680,000) ($5.00) ($59,640,000)
disposal to complete 15-year, 16 million cy life cycle
Alternative No. 4
“No direct impact to Wetland No. 12"
VEPL used for disposal 14,726,800 14 $6,550,000 $91,700,000 $13.61 $200,430,000 $0 $292,130,000 $277,000,000 {$43,000,000)
Other landfilis in or near the VEPL service area used for 1,573,200 1 $C $0 $0.00 $0 ($4.50) {§7,080,000) ($5.00) ($7,870,000)
disposal to complete 15-year, 16 millicn cy life cycle
Alternative No. §
“Preferred option”
VEPL used for disposal 16,316,300 15 $6,550,000 $98,250,000 $13.61 $222,060,000 $0 $320,310,000 $320,000,000 $0
Other landfills in or near the VEPL service area used for 0 0 $0 $0 $0.00 $0 ($4.50) $0 {$5.00) $0
disposal to complete 15-year, 16 million cy life cycle

Notes:

% 2008 VEPL, purchase of locat goods and services ~ $8,550,000 / year,

@ Economic benefit / year x site life.

)
“}
&)
@)
23]
8}

M= 10y - (@) .

8 0 place landfill density assumed for calculations 1,500 Ibs/cy.

Economic benefit / cy x design capacity.
Cost to transport waste historically disposed of at VEPL to other facilities. Transportation cost estimafed at $4.50 / ¢y in 2008 delars.
Waste transport cost / cy x design capacity,
Dispesaf cost, estimated at approximately $5.00 / cy in 2008 doliars for other facilities (no hauling inciuded). This assumption is based on competitive pricing history in the Milwaukee market.

"3 N inflation factors have been used.

9]

Incremental dispesal costs at other facilities x respective Alternative design capacity.
9= yotal of (2) and {(4).
19 2 yotal of (2), (4), (8), and {8) for VEPL and other landfils.

Cost benefits to locals will move fo olhers where site is located, Muskege will lose oul.

Local agreement provides approximately $13.61 / CY of host fees and in-kind services fassumes no significant changes).
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Table 3
Significance of Wetland Functional Values
Veolia Emerald Park Landfilt Expansion
Practicable Alternatives Analysis

ACRES REMOVED PER ALTERNATIVE FUNCTION @
AESTHETICS!
FLORAL FISHERY FLOOD/ STORM WATER WATER QUALITY SHORELINE GROUND- RESTORATION/
&)} NO, 1 NO. 2 NO. 3 NQ. 4 NO. 5 DIVERSITY WILDLIFE HABITAT HABITAT ATTENUATION PROTECTION PROTECTION WATER EDUCATION
LOCATION
Wetland 4 0] 0 0 0 0 Mediam Medium N/A Medium Medium N/A Low Low
{16.33 acres)
Wetland 6 0 c.19 o 0.19 0.19 Low Low N/A l.ow Medium N/A Low Low
{0.19 acres)
Wetland 6a 0 0.16 0 0.16 0.16 Low Low N/A Low Medium N/A Low Low
(0.16 acres)
Wetland 7 0 0.21 €] 0.21 0.21 Low Low N/A Low Medium N/A Low | Low
{0.21 acres)
Wetland 9; 0 0 0 11.03 10.47 Low Medium N/A Medium Medium N/A l.ow Low
includes D2
(37.37 acres)
Wetland 12 6] 0 0 2.71 0 Low Medium N/A Medium Medium NJA Low Low
(3.67 acres)
Nofes: Prepared by J. Kucher, 7/20/09
™ welland functional values assessment is according 1o the Wisconsin Department of Natural Resources Rapid Assessment Methodology for Evaluating Wetland Functional Values, November 1992, Checked by: N. Braun, 7/21/09
@ ghareline function is not applicable for all wetiands, Hoth existing and proposed.

@ See Figure 1.

N/A = not applicable.
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Alternative No., 1 Cost Breakdown
Practicable Alternatives Analysis
Veolia Emerald Park Landfil}

Alternative No. 1 - "No action” or No Expansion - New Greentield Facility

Total Alternative No. 1 Air Space = $6,000,000 Y Alt, No., ¥ Site Life= 15 yrs
Facility Development Costs
ftem Quantity Unit Unit Cost Total Cost Comments
A. Permitting
1. initial Site Report 1 15 $57,000 $57,000
2. WNDR Review Fee for ISR 1 LS $3,300 $3,300 Table 3 - Foe Schedule (NR 520.15) May 2007
3. Feasibility Report (FR) 1 LS $454,000 5454,000
4. WDNR Review Fee for FR 1 L5 422,000 $22,000  Table3 - Fee Schedule (NR 520.15) May 2007
5 Contested Case 1 LS $150,000 5150,000
5. Plan of Operation (FO) i 1.5 $284,000 5284,000
7. WINR Review Fee for PO 1 LS $7,700 $7,700 Table 3 - Fee Schedule (NR 520.15) May 2007
8. Legal and Administration Fees H 15 $114,000 $114,000
9. Lacal Negetiations 1 15 $114,000 5114,000
10 USEPA Permitting / Coordination i 15 550,000 $50,006
SUBTOTAL $1,256,000
B. Land 234 Acre $23,400 55,475,600
C. Infrastructure
1. Offices 1 15 $198,000 $198,000
2. Maintenance Building 1 5 $892,000 58492,600
3. Seale 1 i5 $50,000 550,000
4. Leachate Tank and Loadout 1 15 $100,000 5100,000
5. LIG Building/ Flare 1 15 $500,000 $500,000
SUBTOTAL 51,740,000
3. Construction
1. Site Preparation
Topsoil, stripping, clearing 165 Acre 51,150 $189,750
Perireter Drainage Ditches 14,000 LEF 57 598,000
Sedimentation Pond 5 Tach 423,000 $115,000
Seeding and Riprap 1 s 500,000 $100,000
2. Excavalion 1,987,427 Y 3 53,962,281 Needed te reach subbase grades.
3. Gradient Control System 133,500 <Y 514 51,869,000 Includes sand, piping, and instaliation, 0.5' thick layer
4. Clay Liner 1,067,733 Y 17 518,151,461 #-fool-thick, placemenl and campaction
5. Geosynlhelics 800,800 5Y 38 56,406,400 &0-mil HDPE & Ceolextile
6. Leachate Collection System
Perforaled Pipe 23,000 LE $14 $322,000  seinch HDPE
Nonperforated Pipe 3,000 LE 514 $42,00¢  seinch HDPE
7. Granular Drainnge Blanket 267,000 Y s17 $4,539,000  Assumes 1' thickness, loading, hawding, and placement
8. Quality Assurance Testing 165 AC 311,500 $1,897,500
g, Teachate Collection Sump 23 Fach 585,000 $1,955,000  Includes perimeler access manhole
Force Main 14,000 I.F 528 S392,000  Zunch HEOPE inside a 6-inch HDPE
10, Utility Extension 1 Ls $250,000 $250,000  utility allowance
11. Perimeter Berm 279,200 Cy $3 5837,600  20cy/LE at 13,960 LF of perimeter
12 Closure 165 Acre 515,000 $26,235,000
SUBTOTAL D $69,361,992
SUBTOTALof A, B, C,and D $77,834,000
CONSTRUCTION CONTINGENCY (10%) $7,783,400
TOTAL ALTERNATIVE 1 COST ESTIMATE 583,617,400

Notes:
1. Costs are in 2007 doilars

2. No allewance has been made for intermediate and daily cover.

By: NTEB, 7/20/09
Checked by: JCK 7/24/09
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Alternative No. 2 Cost Breakdown
Practicable Alternatives Analysis

Veolia Emerald Park Landfill

Alternative No. 2 - No Direct Impact to Agricultural Ditches & Setback from 8-mile road

Alt. No. 2 Site Life= 7 yrs
Total Alternative No. 2 Air Space = 5,144,700 Yy Greenfieid Site Life= 8 ¥rs
Facility Development Costs
[tem Quantity Unit Unit Cost Total Cost Comments
A. Permitting
1. Initial Site Report 1 LS $57,000 $57,000
2. WDNER Review Fee for ISR 1 s $3,300 $3,300 Table 3 - Fee Schedule (NR 520,15) May 2007
3. Feasibility Report (FR} 1 ) $454,000 $454,000
4, WDNR Review Jee for FR 1 s 522,000 522,000 Table 3 - Fee Schedule (NR 520.15) May 2007
5. Plan of Operation (PO} 1 15 $284,000 $284,000
6. WIDNR Review Fee for PO 1 1S 57,700 7,700 Table 3 - Fee Schedule (NR 520.15) May 2007
7. Legal and Administration Fees 1 s $114,000 $114,000
8. Local Negotiations 1 15 5134,000 $114,000
9. USEPA Permitling/ Coordination 1 15 $0 50
SUBTOTAL 51,056,000
B. Construction
1. Site Preparation
Tapsoil, stripping, clearing 59 Acre $1,150 367,850
Perimeter Drainage Ditclhes 0 sy 50 %0 No perimeler drainage ditch in design.
Sedimentation Basin 3 Bach $23,000 65,000 Sedimentation Basins 8, 9, & 10,
Seeding and Riprap 1 15 543,000 $23,000
2. LExcavation 2,867,800 Y 53 $7,169,500  Needed 1o reach subbase graces,
3. Gradient Control Layer 35,900 Y $14 5502,600  Includes sand, piping, and instaliation, 0.5' thick layer
4q. Clay Liner 300,500 CY $17 $5,108,500  a-fool-thick, placement and compaclion
5. Geosynthetics 225,500 SY 58 $1,804,000  60-mil HDPE & Grolextile
6. Teachate Collection System
Perforated Pipe 8,000 LI Si4 5132000 G-inch HDPE
Nonperforated Pipe 4,400 LI 514 361,600 Ginch HDPE
7. Granular Drainage Blanket 75,100 CY 517 51,276,700 Assumes 1" thickness, loading, hauling, and placement
8. Quaiity Assurance 'I‘esting 47 AC 511,500 5540,500  Sails, Geomembrane/Geasynthetic Documentation
9. Leachate Collection Su mp 9 Lach $85,000 §765,000 Includes perimeter access manhole
Force Main 4,000 LI 528 S112,000  3-inch HDPE inside a Grinch HDPE
10. Leachate Molding Tank 0 Each 50 50 No additionat holding tanks will be installed,
11. Utility Extension 0 LS 50 50
12. Perimeter Berm 312,900 CY 3 5782250 Material Placement, 20cy /LI of berm
13, Clasure 47 Acre $159,000 $7,473,000  Area of horiz. & vert, Lxp. (Conslruction & materiats)
SUBTOTAL 523,868,000
CONSTRUCTION CONTINGENCY (16%) 52,586,800
SUBTOTAL B WITH CONTINGENCY 528,454,800
TOTAL ALTERNATIVE 2 COST ESTIMATE $29,510,800

Note:
1. Costs are in 2007 dollars
2. No aflowance has been made Tor intermediate and daily cover.

By: N Brawn 11/07
Checked by: JCK12/13/07
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Alternative No. 3 - No Impacts to Wetlands

Alternative No. 3 Cost Breakdown
Practicable Alternatives Analysis

Veolia Emerald Park Landfill

Alt. Ne. 3 Site Life= 4 yrs
Taotal Alternative No. 3 Air Space = 4,387,800 CY Greenfield Site Life= 11 yis
Facility Development Costs
Item Quantity Unit Unit Cost Total Cost Comments
A, Permitting
1. Initial Site Report 1 15 557,000 $57,000
2. WDNR Review Fee for ISR 1 LS 53,300 $3,300 Tabie 3 - Fee Schedule (NR 520,15} May 2007
3 Feasibility Report (FR) 1 5 $454,000 $454,000
4, WIINR Review Fee for FR 1 LS $22,000 $22,000  Tabie3- Fee Schedule (NR 520.15) May 2007
5. Plan of Operation {*0) 1 LS $284,000 $284,000
6. WIDNR Review Fee for PO 1 15 57,700 $7,700 Tabie 3 - Fee Schedule (NR 520.15) May 2007
7. Legat and Administration Fees 1 s $114,000 $114,000
8. Local Negotiationg 1 s 5134,000 $114,000
9. USEPA Permitting/Coordination 1 L3 S0 0
SUBTOTAL 51,056,000
B. Construction
1 Site Preparation
Tepseil, stripping, clearing 44 Acre §1,150 550,600
Perimeter Dminage Ditches 0 5Y 50 50 No perimeler drainage ditch in design.
Sedimentation Basin 3 Each $23,000 $69,000  Sedimentation Basins 8,9, & 10.
Seeding and Riprap 1 LS $23,000 523,000
2, Excavation 1,812,400 CY 3 $4,531,000  Needed o reach subbase grades.
Gradient Conlrol Layer 24,600 CY $14 $344,400 Includes sand, piping, and instaltation, 9.5" thick layer
4. Clay Liner 210,500 CY 517 53,578,500  a-foot-1hick, placement and compaction
5. Geosynthelics 158,000 SY %8 $1,264,000  60-mil HOPE & Geatextile
6. Leachate Collection System
Perforated Pipe 5,500 Ly $14 §77,000
Nonperforated Pipe 3,000 L¥ 14 $42,000
7. Granular Drainage Blanket 52,600 CY 517 $894,200  Assumes 1 thickness, loading, hauling, and placement
8. Qlialil‘y Assurance 'I'esting 33 AC 11,500 $379,50[} Soils, Geomembrane/Geosynthetic Documentation
9, Leachate Collection Sump [ Each 585,000 510,000 Inchides perimeler access manhole
Force Main 1,600 LF %28 544,800
10, Leachate 1'{0§ding Tank 0 Each S0 bﬂ No additional holding tanks will be installed.
11 Utility Extension 0 15 S0 50
12, Perimeter Berm 286,900 CY 3 §717,250  Material Placement, 20y /LE of berm
13. Closure 23 Acre $159,000 55,247,000 Area of horiz & vert. Exp. (Conslruction & materials)
SUBTOTAL 17,772,600
CONSTRUCTION CONTENGENCY {10%) $1,777,200
SUBTOTAL B WITH CONTINGENCY $19,549,200
TOTAL ALTERNATIVE 3 COST ESTIMATE 520,605,200

Note:

1. Cosls are in 2007 dollars
2. No allowance has been made for indermediate and daily cover.

By: N. Braun 11/07
Checked by JOK12/13/07
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Alternative No. 4 - Preferred Option

Alternative No. 4 Cost Breakdown
Practicable Alternatives Analysis

Veolia Emerald Park Landfili

Alt. No. 4 Site Life= 15 yIs
Total Alternative No. 4 Air Space = 16,316,300 CY Greenfield Site Life= i) yIs
Facility Development Costs
Item Quantity Unit Unit Cost Total Cost Comments
A. Permitting
1. Initial Site Report 1 LS $57,000 $57,000
2. WDNR Review Fee for ISR 1 1.5 $3,300 $3,300 Tabie 3 - Fee Schedule (NR 520.15) May 2007
3. Feasibility Report {FR) 1 LS 5454000 $454,000
4. WDNR Heview Fee for FR 1 LS $22,000 $22,000  Table3- Fee Schedule (NR 520.15) May 2007
5. Plan of Operation (FO) 1 LS $284,000 $284,000
6. WDNR Review Fee for PO 1 Ls 57,700 57,700 Tabie 3 - Fee Schedule (NR 520.15) May 2007
7. Legal and Administration Fees 1 LS $114,000 $114,000
8. Local Negotiations 1 LS 5114000 $114,000
9. USEPA Permitting/ Coordination i LS S0 S0
SUBTOTAL $1,056,00¢
B. Construction
1. Site Preparation
Topsoil, stripping, clearing 89 Acre 51,150 $102,350
Perimeter Drainage Ditches 0 SY 50 S0 ho perimeter drainage dilch in design.
Sedimentalion Basins 8, 9, & 10. {basins 7 and 8 are
Sedimentation Basin 3 Fach %$23,000 $69,000 constructed side by side}
Seeding and Riprap | 1.5 523,000 $23,000
Needed to reach subbase grades (6,066,000 ¢y will be
excavaled with 125,000 cy relocaled to build berms - see
2, Excavation 5,034,200 CY 3 514,835,500 item 12}
3. Gradient Control Layer 64,700 Yy 514 905,800 Includes sand, piping, and inslallation, 0.5' thick layer
In-place 4-foot-thick, placement and compaction (no
4, Clay Liner 515,200 CY S17 $8,758,400  shrinkage or loss factor included)
3, Geosynthetics 399,000 SY 58 3,192,000 60-mil HDPE & Geotextile (Lrae area accounting, for slopes)
6. Leachate Collection System
Perforated Pipe 12,000 LF 14 168,000
Nonperforated Pipe 6,000 L¥ 514 $84,000
7. Granular Drainage Blanket 128,000 CY 517 52,176,000 Assumes 1' thickness, ioading, hauling, and placement
8. Quality Assurance 'I‘L‘Siing 81 AC 11,500 SORL500G  Seils, Geomembrane/ Geosynthelic Documentation
9. Leachate Collection Surnp 8 Each 585,000 S680,000  Iacludes perimeter access manhale
Force Main 5,000 1F 528 5140,000
10, T.eachate Holding Tank 0 Each $0 50 No additional holding tanks will be installed.
11, Utility Extension 4 LS %0 50
12, Perimeter Berm 125,400 CY 53 $313,300  Material Placement, 20cy/LF of berm
Area of horiz. averlay onto existing landfill {71 2 acres
horizonlal and 21,2 acres everlay). Includes construction
13. Closure 92 Acre $159,000 514,691,600  and materials.
SUBTOTAL $47,071,000
CONSTRUCTION CONTINGENCY (10%) $4,707,100
SUBTOTAL B WITH CONTINGENCY 551,778,100
TOTAL ALTERNATIVE 4 COST BSTIMATE 552,834,106
By: N Broun 1107
Checked by: JCK 12/23/08
Note: Updated: jek 1-27-09

1. Costs are in 2007 dollars

2. No allowance has been made for intenmediate and daily cover.

Checked: NIFB 1/28/09
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Alternative No. 5 Cost Breakdown
Practicable Alternatives Analysis

Veolia Emerald Park Landfill

Alternative No. 5 - No direct impact to Wetland No. 12

Alt. No. 5 Site Life= 14 yis
Total Alternative No, 5 Air Space = 34,726,800 cy Greenfield Site Life= 1 ¥Is
Facility Development Costs
Itern Quantity Unit Unit Cost Total Cost Comments
A. Permitting
1. Initzal Site Report 1 LS 557,000 $57,000
2. WIDNR Review Fee for 1SR 1 LS $3,300 $3,300 Table 3 - Fee Schedude (MR 520.15) May 2007
3 Feasibility Report (FR) 1 s $454,000 $454,000
4. WEDNR Review Jee for FR 1 15 522,000 522,000  Table3- Fee Schedule (NR 52015) May 2007
5. Plan of Operation (PO) 1 L5 52684,000 $284,000
6. WIDNR Review Fee for PO 1 15 $7,700 57,700 Table 3 - Fee Schedule (4R 520.15) hMay 2007
7. Legal and Administration Fees 1 15 $114,000 $114,000
8. Local Negotiations 1 15 $114,000 $114,000
9. USEPA Permilting/Cocrdination 1 15 50 50
SUBTOTAL 51,056,000
B. Construction
1. Sile Preparation
Topsoil, siripping, clearing 84 Acre 51,150 596,600
Perimeter Drainage Dilches [ 5Y 50 50 Na perimeter drainage ditch i design.
Sedimerdation Basing 8, 9, & 10. (basins 7 and 8 are
Sedimentalion Basin 3 ¥ach $23,000 S69,600  constracted side by side)
Seeding, and Riprap 1 1S 523,000 $23,000
2. Excavalion 5,600,817 CY 53 $14,002,043
3. Gractient Conlrol Layer 61,600 CY 514 SE61,000  Includes sand, piping, and installation, 03 thick liyer
In-place d-lool-thick, placement ad compaction (no
4. Clay Liner 492,000 CY $17 58,364,000  shrinkage or toss fartar inchuded)
5. Geosynthelics 369,000 8Y 58 52,952,000  68-mil HDPE & Geotertile (Irue area accounting lor stopes)
[ Leachale Colieclion System
Perforaled Pipe 11,000 LE 514 %154,000
Nonperforaled Pipe 5,000 LF 514 70,500
7. Granuiar D]‘Hiﬂ‘c‘lgl’ Blanket 123,000 CY 517 $2,091,000  Assumes 1 thickness, toading, hauting, and placement
8. Qllﬂ]il}’ Assurance T{‘SUDF, 87 AC 511,500 51,000,500  soils. Geomembrane/ Geosyathetic Documentation
9. Leachale Colleclion Sump g Lach S85,000 S680,000 Includes perimeter access manbhole
Foree Main 5,000 LF $28 $140,000
10, Leachale Holding Tank 0 Fach 50 50 Na additional holding tanks will be instalied.
11 Ulity Extension 0 1S 50 50
12, Perimeler Berm 125,404 Y 53 $313,500 Material Placement, 200y/ LF of beem
Arca of herizonlal overday onto exisling landiill {65.6 ac
13, Closure 87 Acre 5159,0600 S13,802,790  horizontal and 21.2 acres overlay)
SUBTOQTAL 544,619,000
CONSTRUCTION CONTINGENCY (10%) 54,461,900
SUBTOTAL B WITH CONTINGENCY 549,080,900
TOTAL ALFERNATIVE ¢ COST ESTIMATE 550,136,900

Note:
1. Costs are in 2007 dollars

2. No allowance has been made lor inlermadiate and daily cover,

By: N. Braun, 7/21/0%
Checked by: J. Kucher 7/22/09
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NRC Project Number: 007-0264-01

Wisconsin Department of Natural Resources
RAPID ASSESSMENT METHODOLOGY FOR EVALUATING
WETLAND FUNCTIONAL VALUES

GENERAL INFORMATION

Name of Wetland/Owner Wetland W4, Veolia Environmental Services, Inc.

Location: SW Y of the SE 4 of Section 36, TSN, R20E

Project Name: Proposed Landfill Expansion — Emerald Park Landfill

Evaluator(s): B. Karczewski, NRC

Date(s) of Site Visit(s): October, 2007

Description of seasonality limitations of this inspection due to time of year of the evaluation and/or current
hydrologic and climatologic conditions (e.g. after heavy rains, snow or ice cover, during drought year, during
spring flood, during bird migration):

WETLAND DESCRIPTION

Wisconsin Wetlands Inventory classification:

Wetland Type (bold those that apply):

shallow open water deep marsh shallow marsh seasonally flooded basin
bog floodplain forest alder thicket sedge meadow
coniferous swamp fen wet meadow shrub-carr

low prairie hardwood swamp

Estimated size of wetland in acres:

SUMMARY OF FUNCTIONAL VALUES

Based on the results of the attached functional assessment, rate the significance of each of the functional values for the subject
wetland and check the appropriate box Complete the table as a summary.

Function Significance
Low Medium High Exceptional N/A

Floral Diversity X

Wildlife Habitat

Fishery Habitat

X
Flood/Stormwater Attenuation X
Water Quality Protection X

Shoreline Protection X

Groundwater

> [

Aesthetics/Recreation/Education

List any Special Features / Red Flags:

BY
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NRC Project Number: 007-0264-01

SITE DESCRIPTION

HYDROLOGIC SETTING

A. Describe the geomorphology of the wetland:

X_Depressional (includes slopes, potholes, small lakes, kettles, etc.)
X Riverine

__Lake Fringe

___Extensive Peatland

B. Y N Has the wetland hydrology been altered by ditching, tiles, dams, culverts, well
pumping, diversion of surface flow, or changes to runoff within the watershed (bold those that

apply)?
C. Y N Does the wetland have an inlet, outlet, or both (bold those that apply)?
The outlet from W4 is through D4, a state defined navigable waterway.
D. Y N Is there any field evidence of wetland hydrology such as buttressed tree trunks,

adventitious roots, drift lines, water marks, water stained leaves, soil mottling/gleying,
organic soils layer, or oxidized rhizospheres (bold those that apply)?

E. Y N Does the wetland have standing water, and if so what is the average depth in
inches? _ 3-4 Approximately how much of the wetland is inundated? _20_%

F. How is the hydroperiod (seasonal water level pattern) of the wetland classified?

Permanently Flooded

X Seasonally Flooded (water absent at end of growing season)
X Saturated (surface water seldom present)

Artificially Flooded

Artificially Drained

G. Y N Is the wetland a navigable body of water or is a portion of the wetland below the
ordinary highwater mark of a navigable water body? List any surface waters associated with
the wetland or in proximity to the wetland (note approximate distance from the wetland and
navigability determination). Note if there is a surface water connection to other wetlands.
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NRC Project Number: 007-0264-01

II. VEGETATION

A. Identify the vegetation communities present and the dominant species.

floating leaved community dominated by:

submerged aquatic community dominated by:

X emergent community dominated by: Phalaris arundinacea, Typha angustifolia, Typha latifolia
X shrub community dominated by: Cornus stolonifera, Cornus racemosa
X deciduous broad-leaved tree community dominated by: Fraxinus pennsylvanica, Acer negundo

coniferous tree community dominated by:

open sphagnum mat or bog dominated by:

sedge meadow/wet prairie community dominated by:

other (explain):

B. Other plant species identified during site visit:

Refer to wetland delineation report prepared by Natural Resources Consulting, Inc. dated December 1,
2008,

II1. SOILS
A, SCS Soil Map classification:
B. Field deseription:
Organic (histoso)? If so, 1 it a muck or a peat?

X__ Mineral soil?

¢«  Mottling, gleying, sulfidic materials, iron or mangenese concrefions, organic
streaking (bold those that apply)?

Soil Description:
Depth of mottling/gleying:
Depth of A Horizon
Munsell Color of matrix and mottles

& o e 2

-Maitrix below the
A horizon (10" depth):
-Mottles:

90




NRC Project Number: 007-0264-01

1V. SURROUNDING LAND USES

A. What is the estimated area of the wetland watershed in acres?__ 30-50

B. What are the surrounding land uses?

LAND-USE ESTIMATED % OF WETLAND WATERSHED

Developed (Industrial/Commercial/Residential)

Agricultural/cropland , 75

Agricultural/grazing

Forested

Grassed recreation areas/parks

Old field

[ —,

Highways or roads

Other (specify) 25 (Wetland)

V.SITE SKETCH

\\
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NRC Project Number: 007-0264-01

FUNCTIONAL ASSESSMENT

The following assessment requires the evaluator to examine site conditions that provide evidence
that a Ejven functional value 1s present and to assess the significance of the wetland to perform
those functions. Positive answers to questions indicate the presence of factors important for the
function. The questions are not definitive and are only provided to guide the evaluation. After
completing each section, the evaluator should consider the factors observed and use best
professional judgement to rate the significance. The ratings should be recorded on page 1 of the
assessment.

Special Features / RED FLAGS

1. Y N Isthe wetland in or adjacent to an area of special natural resource interest (NR.
103.04, Wis. Adm. Code)? If so, check those that apply:

a. Cold water community as defined in 5. NR 102.04(3)(b), Wis. Adm. Code, (including
trout streams, their tributaries, and trout lakes);

___ b.Lakes Michigan and Superior and the Mississippi River;
c. State or federal designated wild and scenic river;

_d.Designated state riverway;

e, Designated state scenic urban waterway;

R

X f. Environmentally sensitive area or environmental corridor identified in an area-wide
water quality management plan, special area management plan, special wetland inventory
study, or an advanced delineation and identification study;

g. Calcareous fen;
h, State park, forest, trail or recreation area;
1. State and federal fish and wildlife refuges and fish and wildlife management areas;
. State or federal designated wilderness area;
k. Designated or dedicated state natural area;
1. Wild rice water listed in ch. NR 19.09, Wis. Adm. Code;

m. Surface water identified as an outstanding or exceptional resource water in ch, NR 102,
Wis. Adm. Code.

2. Y N According to the Natural Heritage Inventory (Bureau of Endangered Resources) or
direct observations, are there any rare, endangered, or threatened plant or animal species in,
near, or using the wetiand or adjacent iands? If so, list the species of concern:

Refer to NHI letter,

3. Y N Isthe project located in an area that requires a State Coastal Zone Management Plan
consistency determination?

4o




NRC Project Number: 007-0264-01

- Floral Diversity

1. Y N Does the wetland support a variety of native plant species (i.e. not a monotypic stand of
cattail or giant reed grass and/or not dominated by exotic species such as reed canary grass,
brome grass, buckthorn, purple loosestrife, etc.)?

2. Y N Isthe wetland plant community regionally scarce or rare?

Wildlife and Fishery Habitat

1. List any species observed, evidenced (e.g. tracks, scat, nest/burrow, calls), or expected to
utilize the wetland:

White tailed deer, small mammals, song birds

2. ¥ N Does the wetland contain a number of diverse vegetative cover types and a high degree
of interspersion of those vegetation types? -

3. Y N_Isthe estimated ratio of open water to cover between 30 and 70 percent? What is the
estimated ratio?

4. Y N Does the surrounding upland habitat likely support a variety of animal species?

5. _Y__dN Is the wetland part of or associated with a wildlife corridor or designated environmental
corridor?

6. Y N Is the surrounding habitat and/or the wetland itself a large tract of undeveloéaed land
important for wildlife that require large howne ranges (e.g. bear, woodland passerites)?

7. Y N Is the surrounding habitat and/or the wetland itself a relatively large tract of
undeveloped land within an urbanized environment that is important for wildlife?

8. Y N Are there other wetland areas near the subject wetland that may be important to
wildlife?

9. ¥ N Isthe wetland contiguous with a permanent waterbody or Eeriodically inundated for
sufficient periods of time to provide spawning/nursery habitat for fish?

10. 'Y N Can the wetland 1131'ovide significant food base for fish and wildlife (e.g. insects,

crustaceans, voles, forage fish, amphibians, reptiles, shrews, wild rice, wild celery, duckweed,

pondweeds, watermeal, bulrushes, bur reeds, arrowhead, smartweeds, millets)?

11, Y N Isthe wetland located in a priority watershed/township as identified in the Upper
Mississippi and Great Lakes Joint Venture of the North American Waterfowl Management Plan?

12. Y N Isthe wetland providing habitat that is scarce to the region?




NRC Project Number: 007-0264-01

.. Flood and Stormwater Storage/Attenuation

1. Y N Are there steep slopes, large impervious areas, or areas of severe overgrazing within
the watershed (bold those that apply)?

2. Y N Does the wetland significantly reduce runoff velocity due to its size, configuration,
braided flow patterns, or vegetation type and density?

3. ¥ N Does the wetland show evidence of flashy water level responses to storm events (debris
marks;-erosion lines, stormwater, inputs; channelized inflow)?

4, Y N Isthere a natura] feature or human-made structure impeding drainage from the wetland
that causes baclkwater conditions?

5. Y N Considering the size of the wetland area in relation to the size of its watershed, at an
time during the year is water likely to reach the wetland's storage capacity (i.e. the level of easily
observable wetland vegetation)? (For some cases where greater documentation is required, one
should determine if the wetland has capacity to hold 25% of the runoff from a 2 year-24 hour
storm event. ]

Cee

6. ¥ N Considering the location of the wetland in relation to the associated surface water
watershed, is the wetland important for attenuating or storing flood or stormwater peaks (i.e. is
the wetland Iocated in the mid or fower reaches of the watershed)?

Water Quality Protection

1. ¥ N Does the wetland receive overland flow or direct discharge of stormwater as a primary
source of water (circle that which applies)?

2. Y N Do the surrounding land uses have the potential to deliver significant nutrient and/or
sediment loads to the wetland?

3. X N Based on your answers to the flood/stormwater section above, does the wetland perform
significant flood/stormwater attenuation (residence time to allow settling)?

4. ¥ N Does the wetland have significant vegetative density to decrease water energy and allow
settling of suspended materials?

5. Y N Isthe position of the wetland in the landscape such that run-off is held or filtered before
entering a surface water?

6. Y N Are algal blooms, heavy macrophyte growth, or other signs of excess nutrient loading to
the wetland apparent (or historically reported)?

M




(“' - Shoreline Protection

e

NRC Project Number: 007-0264-01

1. Y N Isthe wetland in a lake fringe or riverine sefting? If NO, STOP and enter "not
applicable” for this function. If YES, then answer the applicable questions.

2. Y N Is the shoreline exposed to constant wave action caused by a long wind fetch or boat
traffic?

3. Y N Isthe shoreline and shallow littoral zone vegetated with submerged or emergent vegetation in
the swash zone that decrease wave energy or perennial wetiand species that form dense root mats and/or
species that have strong stems that are resistant to erosive forces?

4, Y N Isthe stream bank prone to erosion due to unstable soils, land uses, or ice floes?

5. Y N Isthe stream bank vegetated with densely rooted shrubs that provide upper bank
stability?

Groundwater Recharge and Discharge

1. Y N Related to discharge, are there observable (or reported) springs located in the wetland,
physical indicators of springs such as mar! soil, or vegetation indicators such as watercress or
marsh marigold present that tend to indicate the presence of groundwater springs?

2. Y N Related to discharge, may the wetland contribute to the maintenance of base flow in a
stream?

3. Y N Related to recharge, is the wetland located on or near a groundwater divide (e.g. a
topographic high)? :

Aesthetics/Recreation/Education and Science

1. Y N Isthe wetland visible from any of the following kinds of vantage points: roads, public
lands, houses, and/or businesses? (bold all that apply.)

2. Y N Isthe wetland in or near any population centers?
3. Y N Isany part of the wetland is in public or conservation ownership?

4. Y N Does the public have direct access to the wetland from public roads or waterways? (bold
those that apply.)

19



NRC Project Number: 007-0264-01

Aesthetics/Recreation/Education and Science (continued)

5. Is the wetland itself relatively free of obvious human influences, such as:

a. Y N Buildings? e. Y N Pollution?

b. Y N Roads? f. Y N Filling?

c. Y N Otherstructures? g. Y N Dzedgmg/dralmng'?

d Y N Trash? h. 'Y N Domination by non-native vegetation?
6. Is the surrounding viewshed relatively free of obvious human influences, such as:

a. Y N Buildings?
b. Y N Roads?
¢. Y N Other structures?

7. Y N Isthe wetland organized into a variety of visibly separate areas of similar vegetation,
color, and/or texture (including areas of open water)?

o

8. Y N Does the wetland add to the variety of visibly separate areas of similar vegetation, color, and/or

texture (including areas of open water) within the landscape as a whole?

9. Does the wetland encourage exploration because any of the following factors are present:
a. Y N Long views within the wetland?

" b. Y N Long views in the viewshed adjacent to the wetland?

c. Y N Convoluted edges within and/or around the wetland border?

d. ¥ N The wetland provides a different (and perhaps more natural/complex) kind of environment

from the surrounding land covers?

10. Y N Is the wetland currently being used for (or does it have the potential to be used for) the
following recreational activities? (Check all that apply.)

Activity Current Use Potential Use

Nature study/photography

Hiking/biking/skiing

Hunting/fishing/trapping

Boating/canoeing

Food harvesting

Others (list)

11. Y N Isthe wetland currently being used, and/or does it have the potential for use for
educational or scientific study purposes ?bold that which applies)?

R




*\



Q¥



9%



W6/W6A

RMT, Inc. t Veolia Emerald Park Landfill, LLC qq
LAWPMSNAPFING- 20655V 1\ RO0206554 1-002.00CK. 11725100 Final November 2009



{00



Fie or Docket Number

Wisconsin Depariment of Natural Resources
-j RAPID ASSESSMENT METHODOLOGY FOR EVALUATING We, Woa
" "WETLAND FUNCTIONAL VALUES - '
' — g0 hred PONDED DEPRESS

GENERAL INFORMATION -

—_—

Name of Wetland/Owner:  Su PERIOR._EMERALD Parx LawsFiLe T Ne.

Location: County WAURESHA . :.NW%,‘SEV‘. Section 3 (s, Township SN Range 20E

Project Name:  PRoposed LANBEILL E xpANSION
Evaluator(s):  J. KELLY pe iy ' :
| Date(s) of Site visitis): 3 DecenBER (3957, q Tanuary, > Serre

due 10 time of year of the evaluation and/or current
snow or ice cover, during drought year, during

rer, || Serrenese G

Description of seasonality limitations of this inspection
hydrologic and climaiologic conditions (e.g. afier heavy rains,
_ ’spring flood, during bird migration):

WETLAND DESCRIPTION

Wisconsin Wetlands Inventory clessification:

WETLANS LESS TTHAN L ACRES

Wetland Type: shallow open waler  decp marsh shallow marsh m flooded basin) bog
floodplainforest  alder thicket sedge meadow  coniferous swamp fen
wet meadow shrub-carr  Jow prairie hardwood swamp

— | Estimated size of wetland in acres: o.5'

SUMMARY OF FUNCTIONAL VALUES
Based on the results of the attsched functionalassessment, rate 1
for 1he subject weiland and check the appropriate box. Complete the 1able as a

F FUNCTION | . SIGNIFICANCE

Low Medium | High | Exceptional | N/A

he significance of each of the functionalvalues
SUIMMATY.

Floral Diversity

Wildlife Habiat
Fishery Habitat

X{ X XK

Flood/Stormwaler Atlenvation

Water Quality Protection K

Shoreline Protection

Groundwater

XX

Aesthetics/Recreation/Educztion

..TA

List any Special Features/Red Flags":

November 1992
\6\



- AV W ~ SITE DESCRIPTION
L j ) . . .I

1. HYDROLOGIC SETTING
A. Describe the geomorphology of the wetland:

A Depressional (includes slopes, potholes, small lakes, kettles, stc.)

___Riverine ‘

___ Lake Fringe .

____ Extensive Peatland ™ : ' - m Tom T

B.@N Has the wetland hydrology been altered by ditching dams, culverts, well
pumping, diversion of surface flow, or changes to runoff within the watershed (circle

those that apply)?

Ce—te e

CY @ Does the wetland have an inlet, outlet, or both (circle those that apply)?

DY ®Is there any field evidence of wetland hydroiogy such as buitressed tree trunks,
adventitious roots, drift lines, water marks, water stained leaves, soil mottling/gleying,”

( organic soils layer, or oxidized rhizospheres (circle those that apply)? .

E@ N Does the wetland have standing water, and if so what Is the average depth in
inches? 12  Approximately how much of the wetland is inundated? L5 D

F. How is the hydroperiod (scasonal water level pattern) of the wetland classified?

___ Permanently Flooded o

% Seasonally Flooded (water absent at end of growing season)
Saturated (surface water seldom present)

Artificially Flooded :

Artificially Drained

|1 ]

G.Y ® Is the wetland a navigable body of water or is a portion of the wetland below
the ordinary highwater mark of a navigable water body? List any surface waters
associated with the wetland or in proximity to the wetland (note approximate distance
from the wetland and navigability determination). Note if there is a surface water
connection to other wetlands.

‘-



. VEGETATION -

-

A..Identify the vegetation communities present and the dominant species.
et e

floating leaved community dominated by:

submerged aquatic community dominated by: - ’

emergent community dominated by: m i-s Mow . plan'}‘o.q &= o9 watica
3 = 1=

shrud community dominated by:

deciduous broad-leaved tree community dominated by:

coniferous tree community dominated bys

open sphagnum mat or bog

A

sedpe meadow/wet prairie eommunity dominated by: Phalaris orundinacen, Pc- fyq oty 300
! A i

other {expiain)

B. Other plant species identified during site visit:

Qrectivm minus .
A vrorosmihes rervof lexws

CE e Winecloa crusT 30.\\'\

Riderns sPr

_III. SOILS

A. SCS Soil Map Classification: _E toyorm SIVT LOAM

B. Field description:

___ Organic (histosol)? If so, is it a muck or a peat?

~A_ Mineral soil?
. Mottling, gleying, sulfidic materials, iron or manganese concretions,
organic streaking (circle those that apply)?
» Soil Description: . S1LT LoAN

« Depth of mottling/gleying:

» Depth of A Horizon R STV

» Munsell Color of matrix and mottles
~-Matrix below the
A horizon (10" depth) 1o YR H/4
~-Mottles:

103



V. SURROUNDING LAND USES

Al What is the estimated area of the wetland watershed in acres? &f’_}_

B. What are the surrounding land uses?

mgw' 1

l LAND-USE e ESTIMATED % OF WETLAND WATERSHED

Developed (Industrial/Commercial/Residential)

Agricultural/cropland ' \OO

Agricultural/grazing ' )

Forested

Grassed recreation areas/parks

Old field

Highways or roads s

Other (specify) L AwDE L, WETLANES FURTHER ALRY

VL SITE, SKETCH

1inch = 200 feet

1 ’1:
"]r)"r '2:5?93&9}\

\o4
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' FUNCTIONAL ASSESSMENT

The following assessment requires the evaluator to examine site conditions that provide

" avidence that a given functional value is present and to assess the significance of the
wetland to periorm those functions. Positive answers to questions indicate the presence .
of factors important for the function. The questions are not definitive and are only
provided to guide the evaluation. .After completing each section, the evaluator should
comsider the factors observed and use best professional judgement to rate the
significance. The ratings should be recorded on page 1 of the assessment.

Special Features/ RED FLAGS

1. Y () Is the wetland in or adjacent to an area of special natural resource interest (NR
103.04, Wis. Adm. Code)? If so, check those that apply:

__a. Cold water community s defined in 5. NR 102.04(3)}(b), Wis. Adm. Code,
(inclading trout streams, their tributaries, and trout lakes);
b. Lakes Michigan and Superior and the Mississippi River;

¢. State or federal designated wild and scenic river;

d. Designated state riverway;

e. Designated state scenic urban waterway;

{. Environmenially sensitive area or environmental corridor identified in an area-wide.
water quality management plan, special area management plan, special wetland
inventory study, or an advanced delineation and identification study;

___g. Calcareous fen;

____h. State park, forest, trail or recreation area;

1. State and federal fish and wildlife refuges and fish and wildlife management areas;

___J. State or federal designated wilderness area; .

k. Designated or dedicated state natural area; '

1. Wild rice water listed in ch. NR 19.09, Wis. Adm. Code;

m. Surface water identified as an outstanding or.exceptional resource water in
ch. NR 102, Wis. Adm." Code. '

RER

|

[

2.Y @ According to the Natural Heritage Inventory (Bureau of Endangered Resources)
or direct observations, are there any rare, endangered, or threatened plant or animal
species in, near, or using the wetland or adjacent lands? If 5o, list the species of

concernt

3.Y @ Is 1he project localed in an area that requires a State Coastal Zone
Management Plan consisiency determination?

165



Floral Diversity

LY ® Does the wetland support a variety of native plant species (i.e. not a monotypic
stand of cattail or giant reed grass and/or not dominated by exotic species such as reed

canary grass, brome grass, buckthorn, purple loosestrife, e1e.)?

.Y ®Is the wetiand plant community regionally scarce or rare?

- -

‘Wildlife and Fishery Habitat

1. List any species observed, evidenced (e.g. tracks, scat, nest/burrow, calls), or expected

1o utilize the wetland:
Dege — BAPECTED

2.Y @ Does the wetland contain a number of diverse vegetative cover types and a high

degree of interspersion of those vegetation types?
3. Y (D Is the estimated ratio of open water to cover between 30 and 70 percem? What

is the estimated ratio? <S5 %

4.Y ) Does the surrounding upland habitat likely support a variety of anirmal species?

5 Y ® Is the wetland part of or associated with a wildlfe corridor or designated
environmental corridor?

6. Y (R Is the surrounding habitat and/or the wetland itself 2 largé tract of undeveloped -
land important for wildlife that require large home ranges (e.g. bear, woodland

passerines)?

7.Y @Is the surrounding habitat and/er the wetland itself a relatively Jarge tract of
undeveloped land within an urbanized environment that is important for wildlife?

8.3) N Are there other wetland areas near the sﬁbjcct wetland that may be important
10 wildlife? '

9. Y ®Is the wetland contiguous with a permanent waterbody or periodically inundated
for sufficient periods of time to provide spawning/nursery habitat for fish?

10. Y (N) Can the wetland provide significant food base for fish and wildlife (e.g. insects,
crustaceans, voles, forage fish, amphibians, reptiles, shrews, wild rice, wild celery,
duckweed, pondweeds, watermeal, bulrushes, bur reeds, arrowhead, smartweeds,
millets...)?

11.Y D Is the wetland located in a priority watershed/township as identified in the
Upper Mississippi and Great Lakes Joint Venture of the North American Waterfowl

Management Plan?
12.Y ® Is the wetland providing habitat that is scarce to the region?

16l



Flood and Stormwater Storage/Attenuation

1.ON Are there steep slopes, Jarge impervious mcm@ﬁmﬁm .

ZTopping or areas with severe overgrazing within the watershed (circle those that apply)?

2. Y (N)Does the wetland significantly reduce run-off velocity due 10 is size,
configuration, braided flow panerns, or vegetation type and density?

3. Y@Docs the wetland show evidence of flashy water level responses to SIOTM events

. +-~+ {(debris marks;-crosion 'ans;stormvatcr-hiputsrchamcﬁzcd inflow)? -

49N Is there a natural fearure or human-made structure impeding drainage from the
wetland that causes backwater conditions?

5.Y @ Considering the. size of the wetland area in relation to the size of its watershed,

at any ume durng the year is water likely to reach the wetland’s storage capacity (i.c. the
- level of easily observable wetland vegetation)? [For some cases where greater -

documentation is required, one should determine if the wetland has capacity to hold

259% of the ran-off from a 2 year-24 hour storm event.]

6. Y (§) Considering the location of the wetland in relation to the associated surface
water watershed, is the wetland important for anenuating or storing flood or stormwater
peaks (i.e. is the wetland located in the mid or lower reaches of the watershed)?

Water Quality Protection

1{¥) N Does the wetland receive Gverland flowyor direct discharge of stormwater as a

. primary source of water (circle that which applies)?

2@ N Do the surrcunding land uses have the potential to deliver significant nutrient
and/or sediment loads to the wetland?

3.®N Based on your answers to the flood/stormwater section above, does the wetland
perform significant flood/stormwater attenuation (residence time to ailow settling)?

4 (YN Does the wetland have significant vegetative density 10 decrease water energy
and allow setiling of suspended materials? :

3.Y @ Is the position of the wetland in the landscape such that run-off is held or
filtered before entering a surface water?

6. Y QD Are algal blooms, heavy macrophyte growth, or other signs of excess nutrient
loading to the wetland apparent (or historically reported)?




RN

"~ form

Shoreline Protection 4 / N T ' ",

LY @ Is the wcﬂénd in alake fri.ngc or riverine setting? If ﬁO,'STOP and enter "mot
applicable” for this function. If YES, then answer the applicable questions.

2.Y N TIs the shoreline exposed 16 constant wave action caused by a long wind fetch or
boat traffic?

3 ¥ N Is the shoreline and shallow littoral zone vegetated with submerged or emergent
vegetation in the swash zone that decrease wave energy or perennial wetland species that
-dense root-mats-and/or species that-have strong stems'that are resistant to erosive

forces?

4.Y N Is the stream bank prone to erosion due to unstable soils, land uses, or ice
floes? .

5 Y N Is the stream bank vegetated with densely rooted shrubs that provide upper
bank stability?

Groundwater Recharge and Discharge

1.Y @Rcla{cd to discharge, are there observable (or reported) springs located in the
wetland, physical indicators of springs such as marl soil, or vegetation indicators such as’ 3
watercress or marsh marigold present that tend 1o indicate the presence of groundwater I

springs?

2.Y @Relatcd to discharge, may the wetland contribute to the maintenance of base
flow in a stream? : .

3.Y @ Related to recharge, is the wetland located on or near a groundwat'er divide
(e.g. a topographic high)?

Aesthetics/Recreation/Education and Science

1.Y @ Is the wetland visible from any of the .foilowing kinds of vantage points: roads,
public lands, houses, and/or businesses? (Circle all that apply.)

2.Y @ Is the wetland in or near any population centers?

LY @ Is any part of the wetland is in public or conservation ownership?

Q3

4Y @Docs the public have direct access to the wetland from public roads or
waterways? (Circle those that apply.)

0%
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'Aesthetics/Recreation[Education and Science (continued)

5. Is the wetland itself rclaﬁvciy free of obvious human influences, su_cl'i as:

a.(Y)N Buildings? ¢. Y{N) Pollution?

b.{Y) N Roads? LY Filling?

oY) N Other structures? g Y Dredging/draining?

éa.Y @ Trash? ‘ h. Y (N) Domination by non-native vegetation?
6. Is the surrounding viewshed relatively free of obvious human influences, such as:

2. (YD N -Buildings? - " . " -

bl N Roads?

c{y) N Other structures?

7.Y (®) 1s the wetland organized into a variety of visibly separate areas of similar
vegetation, color, and/or lexmure (including areas of open water)?

8. v () Does the weiland 2dd 10 the variety of visibly separate areas of similar
vegetation, color, and/or texture (including areas 0
a whole?

9. Does the wetland encourage exploration because any of the following factors are

present:
a Y Long views within the wetland? ,
b Y Long views in the viewshed adjacent 10 the wetland?
Y Convoluted edges within and/or around the wetland border?
dY The wetland provides a different (and perhaps more namral /complex)

kind of environment from the surrounding land covers?

10.®N Is the wetland cur;'em}y being used for (or does it have the potential 10 be
used for) the following recreational activities? (Check all that apply.)

ACTIVITY CURRENT USE | POTENTIAL USE

Nasture study/photography
Hiking/bikingfskiing
Hunting/fishing/rapping

Boating/canoeing
Food harvesting WHERT FIELD
[Others(is (.

f open water) within the landscape as

11. Y@Is the wetland currently being used, and/or does it have the potential {or use

for educational or scientific sdy purposes (circle that which applies)?
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Fie or Docket Nurmnber

s

Wisconsin Department of Natural Resources

RAPID ASSESSMENT METHODOLOGY FOR EVALUATING
. WETLAND FUNCTIONAL YALUES
GENERAL INFORMATION . T SolLNTED F IELD DEPRESSIO N

Name of Wetland/Owner: SuPERIOR EMERALD PH&K LAubF—'ig.;_,'I Ne .
;s Nw¥,SE ¥, Seation 3 (s, Township SN , Range 20E.

‘Location: County WAUK ESHA
Project Name:  Proposed L ANBEILL E xrAnsSion

Evaluator(s):  J. KeELwy , IR
Date(s) of Site Visit(s): 8 Decengee 1195, A TanuaRY, 3 Sertemser, || Sertenese Ty

Description of seasonaliry limitations of this inspection due 10 time of year of the evaluation and/or current
hydrologic and climatologic conditions (e.g. afier heavy rains, snow or ice cover, during drought year, dunng

spring flood, during bird migration):

WETLAND DESCRIPTION ‘ -

Wisconsin Wetlands Inventory classification: WETLAND  LESS “TH &N AACRES

Wetland Type: shallow open water  deep marsh shallowmarsh (Seasonally flooded basin)  bog
floodplainforest  alder thicket sedge meadow  coniferous swamp fen

wet meadow shrub-carr  low prairie hardwood swamp

Estimated size of wetland in acres: O, 3

SUMMARY OF FUNCTIONAL VALUES

Based on the resulis of the attached functional assessment, rate the significance of each of the functionalvaluves
for the subject wetland and check the appropriaie box. Complete the table as a summary.

S s R s e S ‘—_
SIGNIFICANCE

High

FUNCTION

Low | Mediom Exceptional | N/A

Floral Diversity P
Wildlife Habitat *

Fishery Habitat 1 . 3

Flood/Stormwidter Allenuvation A

Water Quality Protection 7(

Shoreline Protection

L

Groundwaler =
X

Aesthetics/Recreation/Educziion :
AP P hac s = o

List any Special Features/Red Flags”:

November 1692
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LR ~ SITE DESCRIPTION

1. HYDROLOGIC SETTING
A. Deseribe the geomorphology of the wetland:

A Depressional (includes slopes, potholes, small lakes, kertles, etc.)
___Riverine

___ Lake Fringe

" Extensive Peatland

B(Y) N Has the wetland hydrology been altered by ditching,(tled dams, culverts, well
pumping, diversion of surface flow, or changes to runoff within the watershed (circle

- those that apply)?

P,

CY @ Does the wetland have an inlet, outlet, or both (circle those that apply)?

D. Y (R) Is there any field evidence of wetland hydrology such as buttressed tree trunks,
adventitious roots, drift lines, water marks, water stained leaves, soil mottling/gleying,
organic soils layer, or oxidized rhizospheres (circle those that apply)? .

E. Y ® Does the wetland have standing water, and if so what is the average depth in
inches? © Approximately how much of the wetland is inundated? O . %

F. How is the hydroperiod (seasonal water Jevel pattern) of the wetland classified?

Permanently Flooded .

Seasonally Flooded (water absent at end of growing s£3501)
Saturated (surface water seldom present)

Arificially Flooded

Antificially Drained

N

G. Y @) Is the-wetland a navigable body of water or is a portion of the wetland below
the ordinary highwater mark of a navigable water body? List any surface waters
associated with the wetland or in proximity to the wetland (note approximate distance
from the wetland and navigability determination). Note if there is a surface water
connection to other wetlands, ‘

\\31‘



1. VEGETATION ‘ -

A. Identfy the vcgctation' commursities present and the domipant species.
=S == i e e

——

‘floating leaved community dominated by:

submerged aquatic community dominated by: '

emergent community dominated by

shrub communiry dominated by:

geciduous broad-lca\;cd tres community dominated by:

coniferous tree community dominated by:

open sphagnum mat or bog
% | sedpe meadow/wer prairie community dominated by: YRR CNTTAIL, REED CAMRY GRRSS

other (explain) o -

B. Other plant species identified during site visit:
Selin exiguea
Crlycineg o
F\S.C-\ epias syr\ a.ca.
S) eTo. o "F&— Le«)

I11. SOILS R

A. SCS Sofl Map Classification: ___E L 107 T SILT VORAM

B. Field description:
___ Organic (histosol)? If so, is it a muck or a peat?

“A. Mineral soil? :
> o Mottling, gleying, sulfidic materials, iron or manganese concretions,
organic streaking (circle those that apply)?

» Soil Description: Sy cuny
« Depth of mottling/gleying: '
» Depth of A Horizon S 42 i,
. Munsell Color of matrix and mottles
3 -Matrix below the
j A borizon (10" depth),__ 10XR /4
-Mottles: '

W



V. SURROUNDING LAND USES

A What is the estimated area of the wetland watershed in acres? 4.

B. What are the surrounding land uses?

Developed (IndustﬁavCOmmerciavRsidcntial}

4.3

F WETLAND WATERSHED

Agricultural/cropland

Agricultural/grazing

Forested

Grassed recreation areas/parks

Old field

Highways or roads

cr— -

Other (specify)

L ANGFILL Awd WETLAUYS FURTHER A

)
"”“\:‘"""\—:'

@ 1inch = 200 feet

North

o
N
— s ——

i

d De #5 \\ \\_-
\? \

1
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o
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' FUNCTIONAL ASSESSMENT

The following assessment requires the evaluator 10 examine site conditions that provide

" evidence that a given functional value is present and to assess the significance of the
wetland to perform those functions, Positive answers 1o questions indicate the presence
of factors important for the function. The questions are not definitive and are only

provided to guide the evalyation. Afrer completing each section, the evaluator should

consider the factors observed and use best professional judgement to rate the
significance. The ratngs should be recorded on page 1 of the assessment.

Special Features/ RED FLAGS

1. Y (N)Is the wetland in or adjacent 10 an area of special natural resource interest (NR
103.04, Wis. Adm. Code)? If 50, check those that apply: :

___a. Cold water community as Jefined in s. NR 102.04(3)(R), Wis. Adm. Code,
(including trout streams, their tributaries, and trout lakes);
b. Lakes Michigan and Superior and the Mississippi River;
¢. State or federal designated wild.2nd scenic river;
d. Designated state riverway;

e. Designated state scenjc urban waterway;
f Environmentally sensitive area or environmental corridor identified in an area-wide

‘water quality management plan, special area management plan, special wetland
inventory study, or an advanced delineation and identification study;
___ g Calcareous fen;
h. State park, forest, trail or récreation area;
.. State and federal fish and wildlife refuges and fish and wildlife management areas;
i State or federal designated wilderness area;
k. Designated or dedicated state natoral area;
1. ‘Wild rice water listed in ch. NR 19.09, Wis. Adm. Code;
. Surface water identified as an ouistanding or exceptional resource water in
ch. NR 102, Wis, Adm. Code. | '

RN

|

|

|

||

2.Y @ According 1o the Natural Heritage Inventory (Bureau of Endangered Resourees)
or direct observations, zre there any rare, endangered, or threatened plant or animal
species in, near, or using the wetland or adjacent lands? If so, list the species of

coneern:

3.Y @ Is the project located in an area that requires a State Coastal Zone

Management Plan consistency determination?
f

\\\%
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Floral Diversity -

LY @ Doss the wetland support a variety of native plant species (i.e. notz monotypic
stand of cartail or giant reed grass and/or not dominated by exotic species such as reed

canary grass, brome grass, buckthorn, purple loosestrife, et1c.)?

2. Y@Is the wetland plant cornrmunity regionally scarce or rare?

Wildlife and Fishery Habitat

1. List any species observed, evidenced (e.g. tracks, scat, nest/burTow, calls), or expected
10 utilize the wetland: i
DECR.— BRPECTED

2. Y (R Does the wetland contain a number of diverse vegetative cover types and a high
degree of interspersion of those vegetation types?

3.Y @ Is the estimated ratio of open water 10 cover beween 30 and 70 percent? What
is the estimated ratio? __ O o '

4.Y @ Does the surrounding upland babitat likely support a variety of animal species?

5. Y (N) Is the wetland part of or associated with a wildlife corridor or designated
environmental corridor?

6. Y @ Is the surrounding habitat and/or the wetland jtself a large tract of u_ndcvclopcd
land important for wildlife that require large home ranges (e.g. bear, woodland
passerines)?

7.Y (B) Is the surrounding hebitat and/or the wetland itself a relatively large tract of
undeveloped Jand within an wrbanized environment that js important for wildlife? -

8.@ N Are there other wetland areas near the sﬁbjcct wetland that may be important
to wildlife? :

8. Y @ Is the wetland contignous with a permanent waterbody or periodically inundated
for suflicient periods of ime to provide spawning/nursery habitat for fish?

10.Y @ Can the wetland provide signiﬁcaﬁt food base for fish and wildlife (e.g. insects,
crustaceans, voles, forage fish, amphibians, reptiles, shrews, wild rice, wild celery,
duckweed, pondweeds, watermeal, bulrushes, bur reeds, arrowhead, smartweeds,

millets...)?

11.Y @ Is the wetland located in a priority watershed/township as identified in the
Upper Mississippi and Great Lakes Joint Venture of the North American Waterfowl

Management Plan?

12.Y @Is the wetland providing habitat that is scarce to the region?

\W1




Flood and Stormwater Storage/Attenuation

1Y) N Are there steep slopes, large impervious arcas,@bacrate slopes with Tow _ .

@r areas with severe overgrazing within the watershed (arcle those that apply)?

2. Y@ Does the wetland significantly reduce run-off velocity due 10 its size,
configuration, braided flow patterns, oF vegetation type and density?

"3 Y @ Does the wetland show evidence of flashy water level responses 10 s10Tm events
- (debris marks;-crosion-ans,-,stonmva‘rerrinputsrchanncﬁzcd inflow)? -

4(Y)N Is there a natural feature or human-made structore impeding drainage from the
wetland that causes backwater conditions?

5.Y @ Considering the.size of the wetland area in relation to the size of its watershed,
at any time during the year is water likely to reach the wetland’s storage capacity (i.e. the
Jevel of easily observable wetland vegetation)? [FOr some cases where greater
documentation is required, one should determine if the wetland has capacity 10 hold

25% of the run-off from a 2 year-24 hour storm event.]

6.Y @Comidering the Jocation of the wetland in relation to the associated surface
water watershed, is the wetland important for attenuating or storing flood or stormwater
peaks (i.e. is the wetland located in the mid or lower reaches of the watershed)?

Water Quality Protection

1.@ N Does the wetland rcccivc or direct discharge of stormwater as a
primary source of water {circle that which applies)? o

2.0)N Do the surrounding land uses have the potential to deliver significant nutrient
and/or sediment loads to the wetland?

3.@ N Based on your answers to the flood/stormwater section above, does the wetland
perform significant flood/stormwater attenuation (residence time to allow settling)?

4.®N Does the wetland have significant vepgetative density to decrease water energy
and allow settling of suspended materials?

5% @ Is the position of the wetland in the landscape such that run-off is held or
filtered before entering a surface water?

6.Y ® Are aigal blooms, heavy macrophyte growth, or other signs of excess nutrient
loading to the wetland apparent (or historically reported)? :

WY




Shoreline Protection N/N -

1 Y@ Is the wetland in 2 lake ﬁ'i-n'ge or riverine setting? If N O, STOP and enter "not
applicable” for this function. If YES, then answer the applicable questions.

2.Y N Is the shoreline exposed to constant wave action caused by a long wind fetch or
boat traffic?
3.Y N Is the shoreline and shallow littoral zone vegetated with submerged or emergent

vegetation in the swash zone that decrease wave energy or perennial wetland species that
form-dense root-mats-and/or species that have strong stems that are resistant 1o erosive

forces?

4, Y N Is the stream bank prone to erosion due to unstable soils, Jand uses, or ice
floes? '

" 5.Y N Is the stream bank vegetated with densely rooted shrubs that provide upper

bank stability?

Groundwater Recharge and Discharge

1.¥ Related to discharge, are there observable (or reported) springs located in the
wetland, physical indicators of springs such as marl soil, or vegetation indicators such as
watercress or marsh marigold present that tend to indicate the presence of groundwater

springs?

2.Y @ Related to discharge, may the wetland contribute to the maintenance of base
flow in a stream? '

.Y @ Related to recharge, is the wetland located on or near a groundwater divide
(e.g. a topographie high)?

Aesthetics/Recreation/Education and Science

1o & ® Is the wetland visible from any of the .folloiving kinds of vantage points: roads,
public lands, houses, and/or businesses? (Circle all that apply.)

Z.x ®Is the wetland in or near any population centers?
Y @Is any part of the wetland is in public or conservation ownership?

4.Y () Does the public have direct access to the wetland from public roads or
waterways? (Circle those that apply.)

\q



‘Aesthetics /Recreation/Education and Science (continued)

5. 1s the wetland itself relatively free of obvious human inﬂucnccs,'su_c}i as:

a(Y)N Buildings? e(I)N Poliution?
b(ION Roads? £ Yy (N) Filling?
¢.(Y) N Other structures? g.@ N Dredging/draining?
4. Y () Trash? : b. ¥ (\) Domination by non-native vegetation?
6. Is the surrounding viewshed relatively free of obvious human influences, such as:
N -Buildings? ' - v ' :
b{¥)N Roads?
- YN Other structures?

7.Y @ Is the wetland organized into a variety of visibly separatc areas of similar
vegetation, color, and/or texture (including areas of open water)?

8.Y @Does the wetland 2dd 1o the variety of visibly separateareas of similar
vegetation, color, and/or texnire (including areas of open waser) within the landscape as

a whole?

9. Does the wetland encourage exploration because any of the following factors are
present: )
a. Y (N) Long views within the wetland? ,
b. Y (XD Long views in the viewshed adjacent 10 the wetland?
c. ¥ (Convoluted edges within and/or around the wetland border?
dY m The weiland provides a different (and perhaps more natural/complex)
kind of environment from the surrounding land covers?

10.@ N Is the wetland curfcntly being. used for (or does it have the potential 10 be
used for) the following recreational activities? (Check all that apply.} |

ACTIVITY . CURRENT USE | POTENTIAL USE

Nature study/photography
Hiking/biking/skiing
Hunting/lishing/trapping

Boating/canoeing

Food harvesting WHEesT SIELD

Others (list)

1LY @ Is the wetland currently being used, and/or does it have the potential for use
for educational or scientific study purposes (circle that which applies)?

Pe
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Fie or Docket Number.

Wisconsin Department of Natural Resources

RAPID ASSESSMENT METHODOLOGY FOR EVALUATING w-9
WETLAND FUNCTIONAL VALUES '

GENERAL INFORMATION - . Sourrern Enb or Lapee WesieenWen

Name of Wetland/Owner: SUPERIOR, EME_&A_L__,.D PP;R.K LRNQF%,E Ne .

Location: County WAUKESHA < NE ¥, SW¥, Section 36, Township SN, Range 20E.

Project Names P{?.c?oss_h LANBRILL E_xpANSION

Evaluator(s):  oJ. K ELLY | P
| Dates) of Site Visit(s): & Decenpes (9957, G TamuarY| 3 Serrerses, |} Sertensse)

Description of seasonality limitations of this inspectiondue 101
hydrologic and climatologic conditions (e.g. afier heavy rains, snow Or ic&

spring flood, during bird migralion):

ime of year of the evaluation and/or curent
cover, during drought year, during

WETILAND DESCRIPTION

Wisconsin Wetlands Inventory classification: E 2L

Weiland Type: shallow open water  deep marsh shallow marsh  seasonally flooded basin  bog
alder thicket scdge meadow — coniferous swamp fen

floodplain forest
shrubcarr  low prairie  hardwood swamp

Estimated size of wetland inzares: | .49

SUMMARY OF FUNCTIONAL VALUES
Based on the results of the anzched funclional assessment, rate the signi
for the subject wetland and check the appropriate box. Complete the 1able as a summary.

FUNCTION 4[ SIGNIFICANCE

Low Medivm | High | Exceptional | N/A

ficance of cach of the functionalvalues

Floral Diversity A

Wildlife Habitat A |
Fishery Habitat K l
Flood/Stormwater Atllenualion AR ' I
Water Quality Protection ' K r

Shoreline Protection

Groundwaler

Aesthelics/Recreation/Education
Sy R

| %
| =t

"List any Special Features/Red Flags™

November 1992
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b, SITE DESCRIPTION
P : Rk

1. HYDROLOGIC SETTING

A. Describe the geomorphology of the wetland:

“ Depressional (includes slopes, potholes, small lakes, kettles, atc.)
___Riverine .
Lake Fringe '
Extensive Peatland ™ .~ ‘ T e st o e

B@N Has the wetland hydrology been altered b dams, culverts, well

pumping, diversion of surface flow, or changes 10 sunodf within the watershed (circle
those that apply)? " :

C.@‘N Does the wetland have an inlet, or both {circle those that apply)?

D.@ N Is there any field evidence of wetland hydrology such as buitressed tree trunks,
adventitious roots, drift lines, water marks, water stained Jeaves, soil mottiing/gleying,

(brganic soils 1ayen or oxidized rhizospheres (circle those that apply)? .

EY @ Does the wetland have standing water, and if so what is the average depth in
inches? Approximately how much of the wetland is inundated? _ O %

F. How is the hydroperiod (seasonal water level pattern) of the wetland classified?

___ Permanently Flooded '

—__ Seasonally Flooded (water absent at end of growing $63s0n)
¥ Saturated (surface water seldom present) *

____ Anificially Flooded

___ Anificially Drained

G. Y@ Is the. wetland a navigable body of water or is a portion of the wetland below
the ordinary highwater mark of a navigable water body? List any surface waters
associated with the wetland or in proximity to the wetland (note approximate distance
from the wetland and navigability determination). Note if there is a surface water
connection to other wetlands. :

\H



TI. VEGETATION | .

-

J

A. Identfy the vegetation communities present and the dorminant species.
T e e e e

fioating Jeaved community dominated by:

submerged aguatic community dominated by: '

emergent community dominated by:

shrub community dominated by

deciduous broad-Jeaved tree community dominated by:

coniferous tres cornmunity dominated by:

open sphagnum mat or bog

K| sedge meadowhwet prairie community dominated by: P halarsis arundinacea

other (explain)

B. Other plant species identified during site visit:
Heleminmm awfumnele
Po?u.\u.s delreides

1. SOILS,
A. SCS Soil Map Classification: MUSKEGo & Ogoen MULKS

B. Field description:
M _ Organic (histosol)? If so, is it a muck or a peat?

Mineral seil?
- Motiling, gleying, sulfidic materials, iron or manganese concretions,

organic streaking (circle those that apply)?

Soil Description:
Depth of mottling/gleying:
Depth of A Horizon
‘Munsell Color of matrix and mottles
-Matrix below the

A horizon (10" depth):
-Mottles: ,

—
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V. SURROUNDING LAND USES
A. Wha.t is the csﬁmatca ar}.'a of the wetland watershed in acres? | Q- Ll

B. What are the surrounding Jand uses?

Mane — ESTIMATED % OF WETLAND WATERSHED
Developed (IndusrriaUCommcrc:’al/Rasidcmial)
Agriculral/cropland P
Agricultural/grazing
Forested
Grassed recreation areas/parks
old field 55
Highways or roads s e
Other (specify) W ETh=-AND 20 |

VI. SITE SKETCH

[—— | g A .
:'.'?;gﬁ'_:ff & i & - |
o K73 [fi & e & i _{
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i
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FUNCTIONAL ASSESSMENT

The following assessment requires the evaluator to examine site conditions that provide

" evidence that a given finctional value is present and to assess the significance of the
wetland to perform those functions. Positive answers 1o questions indicate the presence
of factors important for the function. The questions are not definitive and are only
provided to guide the evaluation. _After completing each section, the evalnator should
comsider the factors observed and use best professional judgement to rate the

_significance. The ratings should be recorded on page 1 of the assessment.

Special Features/ RED FLAGS

1.Y (B Is the wetland in or adjacent to an area of special natural resource interest (NR
103.04, Wis. Adm. Code)? If so, check those that zpply:

___a. Cold water community as defined in s. NR 102.04(3)(b), Wis. Adm. Code,
(including trout streams, their tributaries, and trout Jakes);

b, Lakes Michigan and Superior and the Mississippi River;

c. State or federal designated wild and scenic river;

d. Designated state riverway;

e. Designated state scenic urban waterway,
f Environmentally sensitive area or environmental corridor identified in an area-wide

water quality management plan, special area management plan, special wetland

inventory study, or an advanced delineation and identification study;

___g. Calcareous fen;

h. State park, forest, trail or récreation area; :

i. State and federal fish and wildlife refuges and fish and wildlife management areas;

i, State or federal designated wilderness area;

k. Designated or dedicated state natural area;

1. Wild rice water listed in ¢h. NR 19.09, Wis. Adm. Code;

m, Surface water identified as an outstanding or exceptional resource water in
¢h. NR 102, Wis. Adm.'Cbde. '

RRAN

|

nn

2.Y @ According to the Natural Heritage Inventory (Bureau of Endangered Resources)
or direct observations, are there any rare, endangered, or threatened plant or animal -
species in, near, or using the wetland or adjacent lands? If 50, list the species of

concerm

3.Y @ Is the project located in an area that requires a State Coastal Zone
Management Plan consisiency determination?




T
7
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2. Y @Does the wetland contain a mumber of diverse vegetative cover types and a high

Floral Diversity -

1LY @ Does the wetland sﬁpport a variety of native plant spzcicé (i.e. not a monotypic
stand of cattail or giant reed grass and/or not dominated by exotic species such as reed

canary grass, brome grass, buckthorn, purple loosestrife, 21¢.)?

2Y ®Is the wetland plant comrguxﬁty regionally scarce or rare?

Wildlife and Fishery Habitat |

- -

1. List any species observed, evidenced (e.g. tracks, scat, nest/burrow, calls), or expected

10 utilize the wetland:
DELR~ EXPELTED

P

degree of interspersion of those vegetation types?

3.Y () Is the estimated ratio of open water 10 cover berween 30 and 70 percent? What
is the estimated ratio? __ O T

4 N Does the surrounding upland habitat likely support a variety of animal species?

5(¥) N Is the wetland part of or associated with a wildlife corridor or designated -
environmental corridor?

6.Y @Is the surrounding habitat and/or the wetland jiself a large rract of undeveloped
land important for wildlife that require large home ranges (e.g. bear, woodland

passerines)?

7.Y (ND Is the surrounding habitat and/or the wetland itself a relatively large tract of
undeveloped land within an urbanized environment that is important for wildlife?

8.@ N Are there other wetland areas near the sﬁbjcct wetland that may be imporiant
10 wildlife?

9.%Y Is the wetland contiguous with a permanent waterbody or periodically inundéated
for su ficient periods of time to provide spawning/nirsery habitat for fish?

10. Y & Can the wetland provide significant food base for fish and wildlife (e.g. insects,
crustaceans, voles, forage fish, amphibians, reptiles, shrews, wild rice, wild celery,
duckweed, pondweeds, watermeal, bulrushes, bur reeds, arrowhead, smartweeds,

millets...}?

1. Y ® Is the wetland located in a priority watershed/township as identified in the
Upper Mississippi and Great Lakes Joint Venture of the North American Waterfowl

Management Plan?
12. Y (%) Is the wetland providing habitat that is scarce to the region?

\



Flood and Stormwater Storage/Attenuation

1.®_N Are there steep slopes, large impervious mca,m .
__ET’_Q@O:’ arcas with severe overgrazing within the watershed (circle those that apply)?

2, Y (R Does the wetland significantly rednce run-off velocity due to its size,
configuration, braided flow patterns, of vegetation type and density?

.Y @ Does the wetland show evidence of flashy water level rasponses to storm events
-+~ {debris marks;-eroson -}iﬂcsrstom'atcr'hiputsrchmcﬁzcd inflow)? -*

4Y Is there a natural feature or human-mace structure impeding drainage from the
wetland that causes backwater conditions?

- 5. Y (D Considering the.size of the wetland area in relation 1o the size of its watershed,
at any time during the year is water likely to reach the wetland’s storage capacity (i.e. the

. level of easily observable wetland vegetation)? [For some casesavhere greater
documentation is required, one should determine if the wetland has capacity 1o hold
2505 of the run-off from a 2 year-24 hour storm event.]

water watershed, is the wetland important for attepuating or storing flood or stormwater
peaks (i.e. is the wetland located in the mid or lower reaches of the watershed)?

6. Y® Considering the location of the wetland in relation 10 the associated surface

Water Quality Protection

1. N Does the wetland rcccivr direct discharge of stormwater 25 2
primary source of water (circle that which applies)? -

2@ N Do the surrounding land uses have the potential to deliver significant nutrient
and/or sediment loads to the wetland?

3. Y & Based on your answers to the flood/stormwater section above, does the wetland
perform significant flood/stormwater attenuation (residence time to allow settling)?

4. Y (B Does the wetland have significant vegetative density 10 decrease water energy
and allow settling of suspended materials?

5% @ Is the position of the wetland in the landscape such that run-off is beld or
filtered before entering 2 surface water?

6. Y (R Are algal blooms, heavy macrophyte growth, or other signs of excess nutrient
loading to the wetland apparent (or historically reporied)?
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Shoreline Protection N / R -

1. Y@ Is the wetland in a lake ﬁi-ngc or riverine serting? If NO, STOP and enter "not
applicable” for this function. If YES, then answer the applicable questions.

2.Y N Is the shoreline exposed to constant wave action caused by a long wind fetch or
boat traffic?

3. Y N Is the shoreline and shallow littoral zone vegetated with subrmerged or emergent
vegetation in the swash zone that decrease wave energy or peremnial wetland species that
form -dense root-mats-and/or species that-have strong stems that are Tesistant 10 erosive

forcas?

4, ¥ N Is the stream bank prone to erosion due to unstable soils, land vses, or ice
floes?

5.Y N Is the stream bank vegetated with densely rooted shrubs that provide upper
bank stability? S

Groundwater Recharge and Discharge

1. Y (R) Related to discharge, are there observable (or reported) springs located in the
wetland, physical indicators of springs such as marl soil, or vegetation indicators such as
watercress or marsh marigold present that tend to indicate the presence of groundwater

springs? -

2. ¥ (N) Related to discharge, may the wetland contribute to the maintenance of base
flow in a stream?

3. Y 00 Related 1o recharge, is the wetland located on or near a groundwaier divide
(e.g. a topographic bigh)? :

Aesthetics/Recreation/Education and Science

1LY ® Is the wetland visible from any of the following kinds of vantage poinis: roads,
public Jands, houses, and/or businesses? (Circle ail that apply.)

2. Y () Is the wetland in or near any population centers?
3.Y (D Is any part of the wetland is in public or conservation ownership?

4. Y (NDDoes the public have direct access to the wetland from public roads or
waterways? (Circle those that apply.)
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- Aesthetics/Recreation/Education and Science (continved)

5. Is the wetland jtself rclaﬁvcly free of obvious human in.ﬂucnccs,' sug:ﬁ as:

2(¥) N Buildings? c@ N Pollution?

p{¥) N Roads? £ly/N Filling?

c(Y)N Other structures? 8. ¥ Dredging/draining?

d\¥) N Trash? ’ f. ¥ (N)Dormination by non-pative vegetation?

6. Is thc'sun‘ounding viewshed relatively free of obvious buman influences, such as:
a(Y) N -Buildings? . . e | .

b.\%/ N Roads?

c.

N Other structures?

1.Y @ Is the wetland organized into a variety of visibly separate areas of sirnilar
vegetation, color, and/or texture (including areas of open water)?

8.Y @Docs the wetland 2dd 1o the variety of visibly separate.arcas of similar
vegetation, color, and/or exure (including areas o

a whole?
9. Does the wetlahd encourage exploration because any of the following factors are
present ' '
a. Y Long views within the wetland? :

b, Y Long views in the viewshed adjacent 10 the wetland?

c.Y Convoluted edges within and/or around the wetand border?

ayY The wetland provides a different (and perhaps more natural/complex)

kind of environment from the surrounding land covers?

10.Y N Is the wetland currently being used for (or does it have the potential to be
used for) the following recreational activities? (Check all that apply.) .

ACTIVITY . CURRENT USE | POTENTIAL USE

Nature study/photography
Hiking/bikinghkiing
Hunting/fshing/trapping

Boating/eanoeing
Food harvesting ’ Waear FIELD
Others (lis1)

f open water) within the landscape as

i1, Y @IS the wetland currently being used, and/or daes it have the potential for use

for educational or scientific study purposes (circle that which appiies)?

3
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NRC Project Number: 007-0264-01

Wisconsin Department of Natural Resources
RAPID ASSESSMENT METHODOLOGY FOR EVALUATING
WETLAND FUNCTIONAL VALUES

GENERAL INFORMATION

Name of Wetland/Owner Wetland W12, Veolia Environmental Services, Inc.

Location: SE % of the SW ¥ of Section 36, TSN, R20E

Project Name: Proposed Landfill Expansion — Emerald Park Landfill

Evaluator(s): B. Karczewski, NRC

Date(s) of Site Visit(s): October, 2007

Description of seasonality limitations of this inspection due to time of year of the evaluation and/or current
hydrologic and climatologic conditions (e.g. after heavy rains, snow or ice cover, during drought year, during
spring flood, during bird migration):

. —

WETLAND DESCRIPTION

Wisconsin Wetlands Inventory classification:

Wetland Type (bold those that apply):

shallow open water deep marsh shallow marsh seasonally flooded basin
bog floodplain forest alder thicket sedge meadow
coniferous swamp fen wet meadow shrub-carr

low prairie hardwood swamp

Estimated size of wetland in acres: 3 acres

SUMMARY OF FUNCTIONAL VALUES
Based on the results of the attached functional assessment, rate the significance of each of the functional values for the subject
wetland and check the appropriate box Complete the table as a summary.,

Function Significance
Low Medium High Exceptional N/A

Floral Diversity X

Wildlife Habitat X

Fishery Habitat X

Flood/Stormwater Attenuation X
Water Quality Protection X

Shoreline Protection X

Groundwater

>[4

Aesthetics/Recreation/Education

List any Special Features / Red Flags:
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NRC Project Number; 007-0264-01

SITE DESCRIPTION

HYDROLOGIC SETTING
A. Describe the geomorphology of the wetland:

X_Depressional (includes slopes, potholes, small lakes, kettles, etc.)
__Riverine

_Lake Fringe

___Extensive Peatland

B. Y N Has the wetland hydrofogy been altered by ditching, tiles, dams, culverts, weil
purnping, diversion of surface flow, or changes to runoff within the watershed (bold those

that appiy)?

[

C. Y N Does the wetland have an inlet, outlet, or both (bold those that apply}?

D. ¥ N Isthere any field evidence of wetland hydrology such as buttressed tree trunks,
adventitious roots, drift lines, water marks, water stained leaves, soil mottling/gleying,
organic soils layer, or oxidized rhizospheres (bold those that apply)?

E. Y N Does the wetland have standing water, and if so what is the average depth in
inches? __Approximately how much of the wetland is inundated? __ %

F. How is the hydroperiod {seasonal water level pattern) of the wetland classified?

Permanently Flooded

Seasonally Flooded (water absent at end of growing season)
X Saturated {surface water seldom present)

Artificially Flooded

Artificially Drained

G. Y N Isthe wetland a navigable body of water or is a portion of the wetland below the
ordinary highwater mark of a navigable water body? List any surface waters asscciated with
the wetland or in proximity to the wetland (note approximate distance from the wetland and
navigability determination). Note if there is a surface water connection to other wetlands.

&t




NRC Project Number: 007-0264-01

I1. VEGETATION

A. Identify the vegetation communities present and the dominant species.

floating leaved community dominated by:

submerged aquatic community dominated by:

X emergent community dominated by: Phalaris arundinacea,
X shrub community dominated by: Cornus stolonifera,
X deciduous broad-leaved tree community dominated by: Acer negundo

coniferous tree community dominated by:

open sphagnum mat or bog dominated by:

sedge meadow/wet prairie community dominated by:

other (explain):

B. Other plant species identified during site visit:

Refer to wetland delineation report prepared by Natural Resources Consulting, Inc. dated December 1,
2005.

III. SOILS
A. SCS Soil Map classification:
B. Field description:
.. Organic (histosol)? If so, is it a muck or a peat?

X Mineral soil?

»  Mottling, gleying, sulfidic materials, iron or manganese concretions, organic
streaking (bold those that apply)?

Soil Description:
Depth of mottiing/gleying:
Depth of A Horizon
Munsell Color of matrix and mottles

-Matrix beiow the
A horizon (10" depth):
-Mottles:
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NRC Project Number: 007-0264-01

IV. SURROUNDING LAND USES

A. What is the estimated area of the wetland watershed in acres?__ 10-20

B. What are the surrounding land uses?

LAND-USE ESTIMATED % OF WETLAND WATERSHED

Developed {Industrial/Commercial/Residential)

Agricultural/cropland 85

Agricuitural/grazing

Forested

Grassed recreation areas/parks

Old field S,

Highways or roads

Other (specify) 15 (Wetland)

V.SITE SKETCH
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NRC Project Number: 007-0264-01

Floral Diversity

1. Y N Does the wetland support & variety of native plant species (i.€. not a monotypic stand of
cattail or giant reed grass and/or not dominated by exotic species such as reed canary grass,
brome grass, buckthom, purple loosestrife, efc.)?

2. Y N Isthe wetland plant community regionally scarce or rare?

Wildlife and Fishery Habitat

1. List any species observed, evidenced (e.g. tracks, scat, nest/burrow, calls), or expected to
utilize the wetland:

White tailed deer, small mammals, song birds

2. Y N Does the wetland contain a number of diverse vegetative caver fypes and a high degree
of interspersion of those vegetation types?

3. Y N Isthe estimated ratio of open water to cover between 30 and 70 percent? What is the

estimated ratio?
4. Y N Does the surrounding upland habitat likely support a variety of animal species?

5. ¥ N Isthe wetland part of or associated with a wildlife corridor or desighated environmental
corridor?

6. Y N Isthe swrounding habitat and/or the wetland itself a large tract of undevelo%)ed land
important for wildlife that require large home ranges (e.g. bear, woodland passerines)®

7. Y N Isthe swrounding habitat and/or the wetland itself a relatively large tract of
undeveloped land within an urbanized environment that is important for wildlife?

8. Y fN Are there other wetland areas near the subject wetland that may be important to
wildlife?

9. Y N Isthe wetland contiguous with a permanent waterbody or periodically inundated for
sufficient periods of time to provide spawning/nursery habitat for fish?

10. Y N Canthe \>ve’dand;§l ovide significant food base for fish and wildlife (e.g. insects,
crustaceans, voles, forage fish, amphibians, reptiles, shrews, wild rice, wild celery, duckweed,
pondweeds, watermeal, bulrushes, bur reeds, arrowhead, smartweeds, millets)?

11. Y N Isthe wetland located in a priority watershed/township as identified in the Upper
Mississippi and Great Lakes Joint Venture of the North American Waterfowl Management Plan?

12. Y N Isthe wetland providing habitat that is scarce to the region?
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NRC Project Number; 007-0264-01

FUNCTIONAL ASSESSMENT

The following assessment requires the evaluator to examine site conditions that provide evidence
that a given functional value 1s present and to assess the significance of the wetland to perform
those functions. Positive answers to questions indicate the presence of factors important for the
function. The questions are not definutive and are only provided to guide the evaluation. Aiter
completing each section, the evaluator should consider the factors observed and use best
professional judgement to rate the significance. The ratings should be recorded on page 1 of the
assessment. _

Special Features/ RED FL.AGS

1. ¥ N Is the wetland in or adjacent to an area of special natural resource interest (NR
103.04, Wis. Adm. Code)? If so, check those that apply:

a. Cold water community as defined in 5. NR 102.04(3)(b), Wis. Adm. Code, (including
trout streams, their tributaries, and trout lakes); R

______b. Lakes Michigan and Superior and the Mississippi River;
¢ State or federal designated wild and scenic river;
__d. Designated state riverway,

e, Designated state scenic urban waterway;

X f. Environmentally sensitive area or environmental corridor identified in an area-wide
water quality management plan, special area management plan, special wetland inventory
study, or an advanced delineation and identification study;

g. Calcareous fen;

______h. State park, forest, trail or recreation area;

i State and federal fish and wildlife refuges and fish and wildlife management areas;
j. State or federal designated wilderness area;
k. Designated or dedicated state natural area;

1. Wild rice water listed in ch. NR 19.09, Wis. Adm. Code;

_m. Surface water identified as an outstanding or exceptional resource water in ch. NR 102,
Wis. Adm. Code.

2. Y N According to the Natural Heritage Inventory (Bureau of Endangered Resources) or
direct observations, are there any rare, endangered, or threatened plant or animal species in,
near, or using the wetland or adjacent lands? If so, list the species of concemn:

Refer to NHI letter.

3. Y N Isthe project located in an area that requires a State Coastal Zone Management Plan
consistency determination?

o



NRC Project Number: 007-0264-01

Flood and Stormwater Storage/Aftenuation

1. Y N Are there steep slopes, large impervious areas, or areas of severe overgrazing within the
watershed (bold those that apply)?

2. Y N Does the wetland significantly reduce runoff velocity due to its size, configuration,
braided flow patterns, or vegetation type and density?

3. Y N Does the wetland show evidence of flashy water level responses to storm events (debris
marks;-erosion lines, stormwater, inputs; channelized inflow)?

4, Y N Isthere a natural feature or human-made structure impeding drainage from the wetland
that causes backwater conditions?

5. Y N Considering the size of the wetland area in relation to the size of its watershed, at an
time during the year is water likely to reach the wetland's storage capacity (i.e. the level of easily
observable wetland vegetation)? (%or some cases where greater documentation is required, one
should determine if the wetland has capacity to hold 25% of the runoff {from a 2 year-24 hour
storm event.] T

6, ¥ N Considering the location of the wetland in relation to the associated surface water

watershed, is the wetland important for attenuating or storing flood or stormwater peaks (i.e. is
the wetland located in the mid or lower reaches of the watershed)?

Water Quality Protection

1. X N Does the wetland receive overland flow or direct discharge of stormwater as a primary
source of water (circle that which applies)?

2. Y N Do the surrounding land uses have the potential to deliver significant nutrient and/or
sediment loads to the wetland?

3. Y N Based on your answers to the flood/stormwater section above, does the wetland perform
significant flood/stormwater attenuation (residence time to allow settling)?

4. Y N Does the wetland have significant vegetative density to decrease water energy and allow
settiing of suspended materials?

5. Y N Isthe position of the wetland in the landscape such that run-off is held or filtered before
entering a surface water?

6. Y N Are algal blooms, heavy macrophyte growth, or other signs of excess nutrient loading to
the wefland apparent (or historically reported)?

Y




NRC Project Number: 007-0264-01

Shoreline Protection

1. Y N Is the wetland in a lake fringe or riverine setting? If NO, STOP and enter "not
applicable” for this function. If YES, then answer the applicable questions.

2. f\f{ r?N Is the shoreline exposed to constant wave action caused by a long wind fetch or boat
traffic?

3. Y N Is the shoreline and shallow littoral zone vegetated with submerged or emergent vegetation in
the swash zone that decrease wave energy or perennial wetland species that form dense root mats and/or
species that have strong stems that are resistant o erosive forces?

4, Y N Is the stream banlk prone to erosion due o unstable soils, land uses, or ice floes?

5. bYI sz Is the stream bank vegetated with densely rooted shrubs that provide upper bank
stability?

Groundwater Recharge and Discharge

1. Y N Related to discharge, are there observable (or reported) springs located in the wetland,
physical indicators of springs such as marl soil, or vegetation indicators such as watercress or
marsh marigold present that tend to indicate the presence of groundwater springs?

2. Y N Related to discharge, may the wetland contribute to the maintenance of base flow in a .
stream? £

3. Y N Related to recharge, is the wetland located on or near a groundwater divide (e.g. a
topographic high)?

Aesthetics/Recreation/Education and Science

1. Y N Is the wetland visible from any of the following kinds of vantage points: roads, public

lands, houses, and/or businesses? (bold all that apply.)
2. Y N Isthe wetland in or near any population centers?
3. Y N Is any part of the wetland is in public or conservation ownership?

4. Y N Does the public have direct access to the wetland from public roads or waterways? (bold
those that apply.)
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NRC Project Number: 007-0264-01

Aesthetics/Recreation/Education and Science (continued)

5. Is the wetland itself relatively free of obvious human influences, such as:

a. Y N Buildings? e. Y N Pollution?

b. Y N Roads? f, Y N Filling?

¢c. Y N Otherstructures? g. Y N Dredging/draining?

d Y N Trash? h. 'Y N Domination by non-native vegetation?
6

. Is the surrcunding viewshed relatively free of obvious human influences, such as:
a. Y N Buildings?

b. Y N Roads?

¢. Y N Other structures?

7. ¥ N Isthe wetland organized into a variety of visibly separate areag of similar vegetation,
color, and/or texture (inchuding areas of open water)?

8. ¥ N Does the wetland add to the vancty of visibly separate areas of similar vegetation, ccior, and/or
texture (including areas of open water) within the landscape as a whole?

9. Does the wetland encourage exploration because any of the following factors are present:
a. Y N Long views within the wetland?

b. Y N Long views in the viewshed adjacent to the wetland?

¢. Y N Convoluted edges within and/or around the wetland border?

d. ¥ N The wetland provides a different (and perhaps more natural/complex) kind of environment

from the surrounding iand covers?

10. Y N Is the wetland currently being used for {(or does it have the potential to be used for) the
following recreational activities? (Check all that apply.)

Activity Current Use Potential Use

Nature study/photography

Hiking/biking/skiing

Hunting/fishing/trapping

Boating/canceing

Food harvesting

Others (list)

11. Y N Isthe wetland currently being used, and/or does it have the potential for use for
educational or scientific study purposes %bold that which applies)?
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Veolia Emerald Park Landfill
Regulatory Correspondence
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State of Wisconsin \ DEPARTMENT OF NATURAL RESOURCES

107 South Webgter Street
Box 7821

Meadisan, Wisconsin B3707
TELEPHONE £08-268-2621
TELEFAX E08B.-267.38%y
TDD 60B-267.6887

Y )

WISCDNSIH
DEPY, OF NATURAL RESOURCES

Carroll . Besadny
Secretary

December &, 1992 ‘ FILE CODE

Mr. David ¥. Heeb

Hr. Michael P. Dunn

Pavis & Kuelchau, §.C.
111 East Wisconsin Avenue
Milwaukee, WI 53202

Mr, William Guis

Mr. William Roush, Jr.

Friebert, Finerty, & St. John

Two Plaza East, Suite 1250 o
Milwaukee, WI = 53202

Mr. Charles Levegue
Department of Natural Resources

P.O. Box 7821
Madison, WI 53707

Dear Gentleman:

Enclosed are Findings of Fact, Conclusions of Law, Determination of Need and
Design Capacity, Conditional Feasibility Determination, and Grant of
Exemptions for the proposed Emerald Park Landfill, CJty of Muskego Waukesha
County, Wisconsin; Centested Case %#1E-9C-01. .

Sincerely,

(QZ,.,&P ELiolion
Paul P. Didier, P.E., Director .

Bureau of Solid & Hazardous Waste Management

cc:  Patrick Curie - Division of Hearing and Appeals
CG.D. Besadny - AD/3
City of HMuskego
Franklin Schulvz - SED
Solid Waste Management Section - SW/3

il
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17.

18.

19,

20,

21.

‘epvironment would result in a significant adverse

partels site, without zdversely impacting wetlands asscciated with those
sites. However, based on the record, the Department has determined that
the Bartels site is not a practicable alternative under

s. NR 103.08(3)(b), Wis. adm. Code, because it is located in a szand and

gravel enmvironment. Leakage from a landfill site located in such an
envirenmental

consequence te the aquifer system.

as part of the evaluztion of potential practicable alternatives, .
alternative landfill foorprint locations and configurations on the parcel
of land owned by the applicant were considered. The applicant has
demonstrated that a comparable landfill would have an adverse impact on
wetlands at eazch of the alternative locatiocns and configurations en the

applicant’s property,

The following existing landfills are providing waste disposal capacity
for municipal refuse generated in Milwaukee and Waukesha Counties:

- + BFI Troy Area Landfill

Waste Management Stone Ridge Landfill
- Waste Management Metro Landfill
Waste Management Parkview Landfill

- Land Reclamation Landfill

The existing approved capacities of these lendfills provide less than 6
years of municipal refuse disposal capacity for Milwaukee and Waukesha
Counties. It is reasonable to anticipate that 1t would take 5 to 7 vears
to obtain an initial license for a new landfill to serve Milwaukee zand
waukeshs Counties. The applicant has demonstrated that, based upon costs
and logistics, these landfills are not a practicable alternative to the

proposed facility.

The applicant hzs demonstrated that there are no practicable
alternatives, as defined in section NR 103.07(1), Wis. Adm. Code, to the
proposed landfill, which would not adversely impact wetlands, and would
~ot result in other significant environmental consequences. Because of
this, the Department must consider whether the proposed project will
result in significant adverse environmental consequences, including
significant adverse impacts on wetland functional values.

The approximately 2.5.acres of wetlands that would be filled by the
propesed landfill are without significant vetland. functional values.
proposed landfill would not have a Significant adverse 1mpact ofl
groundwater or surface water recharges to the wetland areas situated to
the west of the proposed landfill, if the facility is designed,
constructed, and operated in accerdance with the conditions set forcth
below. Therefore, based upon the factors listed in section ‘

NR 102.C08(3)(b), Wis. Adm. Code, the proposed landfill will not cause a
significant adverse impact on watlands, and will not raesult in
significant adverse impacts to the functional . values of the affecred
wetlands. significant adverse impacts te vater quality, or other
significant adverse environmental consequences.

The

%he proposed landfill will not have a significant adverse impact on any
eritical habitat areas. .
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Attachment 4
Orchard Ridge Recycling and Disposal Facilities -
Regulatory Correspondence

RMT, Inc. | Veolia Emerald Park Londfill, LLC
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State of Wisconsin \ DEPARTMENT OF NATURAL RESQURCES
— 101 Socth Webster Stroet

e

WISCONSIN Box 722t
BEPT. OF RATURAL KESOURCES Madison, Wisconsin 83707
. TELEPHONE 608-255.0601
Georga E. Meyer TELEFAX 808.257.3579
Secretary . TOO &o8-257-5897
JUL 0 2 1593 o
Mr. Richard Ancalet, Vice President FILE REF: FID# 268252940
& Regional Managar _ Waukesha
Waste Management of Wisconsin, Inc. . SW
Regional Satellite Office - Milwaukes Approva)

W124 N8925 Boundary Road
Menomonee Falls, WI 53051

SUBJECT: Feasibj]ity Determination for the Proposad Orchard Ridge
Recycling and Disposal Facility, Village of Menomonese Falls
Monitoring ID #03380 -

Dear Mr. Ancelet:

We have determined that your proposed Orchard Ridge municipal solid waste
Tandfill expansion is feasible and should provide for satisfactory solid waste
disposal. We have also determined that an'‘Environmenta] Impact Statement is
not needed for this facility. S

Please read carefully the attached determination which includes the conditions
of feastbility approval. These conditions include revisions to the proposed
-monitoring pian to implement new federal groundwater monitoring requirements
under 40 CFR Subpart E of Part 258. ¥

You may now submit your Plan of Operation in accordance with chs. NR 500
through 520, Wis. Adm. Code, the feasibility report and the conditions of
feasibility listed in the attached determination. However, this determination
of feasibility does not quarantee that we will approve your plan of operation,
or license the proposed facility.

If you have questions regé?&ﬁng this aﬁprovaT, please contact Tim Kessenich,
Hydrogeologist, at (608) 264-6018, Susan Fisher, Environmental Engineer, at
(608) 267-9387 or Roger Klett, Solid Waste Investigator, at {414) 961-2707.

Sincerely,

lafbatss Srlhang

Lakshmi-Sridharan, Ph.D, P.E., Chief
Solid Waste Management Section
. Bureau of Solid & Hazardous Waste Management

LS:TAK ... o,
cc: <'Roger Klett - SE District




Mr. Richard Ancelet - WMWI Orchard Ridge

Paul Husbner - SW/3
Susan Fisher - SW/3
James Pardes - EA/E
Dave Lindorff - WR/Z
Roger Berhardt - WS/2

SEWRPC
Mike Carlton - Von Briesen & Purtel]

Patti Cronin - Waste Facility Siting Board
Warzyn, Inc. '




i

the Tandfill will initially be visible over the berm at a distance of
approximately 500 feet from the highest point on State Trunk Highway 145. The
screening effectiveness will improve as trees planted on the berm mature. The
landscaping plan includes the use of refuse core berms during construction of
the Tandfill which reduces the length of time that landfill construction

equipment and operations are visible,

The proposed Orchard Ridge landfill site is in the
Menomonee River drainage basin. Surfacs water presently drains both east and
west from a drainage divide along the western edge of the site. West of the
site an unnamed tributary of the Menomonee River flows in a southerly direction.
Most of the drainage from the site is towards the east, to a series of drainage
ditches and basins constructed for the Omega Hills and Parkview landfills.

These ditches converge to a single ditch which eventuzlly discharges to the

Menomonee River approximately 2 miltes south of the site.

Wetlands: Development of the proposed 1andfill would destroy approximately
3-1/2 acres of severely disturbed, Tow quality wetland. WMWI has submitted
information required under Chapter NR 103, Wis. Adm. Code, Water Quality
Standards for Wetlands. The Department has determined that there is no
practicable alternative to building the proposed facility and that loss of the

3-1/2 acres of low quality wetland would not have a significant impact on

wetland functional vaTaes, water quality or other significant environmental
consequences. :

Topoaraphy and Drainzge:

Site Geology: The proposed site is located in an area underiain by
« unconsolidated glacial deposits consisting of silty clay till interbedded with
layers of silt, silty sand, and sandy gravel. Silty clay till of the Dak Creek
Formation is the uppermost unconsolidated unit at the site, The ti11 is a Tean
-clay with a mean sand content of 10%, a mean silt content of 50% and a mean clay
content of 38%. Glacio-fluvial sand and gravel deposits are interbedded with
the ti11 and form a nearly continucus layer at a depth of from 25 to 40 fest

below the proposed sub-base grade.

The depth to bedrock varies from 40 feet below the proposed subbase grade in the
northwest corner of the site to approximately 90 feet below the subbase grade in
the southeast corner of the site. The uppermost bedrock unit is Dolomite of
Silurian Age, which in the Menomonee Falls area has an estimated total thickness
of about 360 feet. The Silurian Dolomite is the source of water for most wells
in the area. The Silurian Dolomite is underlain by the Maquoketa Shale of
Ordovician Age. The Maqugketa Shale is approximately 90 feet thick and yields

Tittle water to wells thus forming an aquitard.

Formations below the Maquoketa Shale consist of Dolomite and Sandstone of
Cambrian and Ordovician age. These rock formations are an important aquifer for
some municipal and industrial wells in the area. Beneath the Cambrijan-
Ordovician formations are Precambrian igneous and metamorphic rocks which do not

yield significant quantities of water. :

Site Hydrogeology: The water table is encountered in the unconsolidated
deposits from 1 to 31 feet below the land surface. A north-south groundwater
divide exists along the topographic high on the western side of the site.
Within the sitty clay ti1l unit the water table surface slopes to the west and
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State of Wisconsin |\ DEPARTMENT OF NATURAL RESQURCES

PO Bax 7321
Tommy G. Thampson, Bovarnor ) 101 South Wahetar Strent
Gaorge E. Mavyer, Sacratary Madlzon, Wisconrin B3707.7321

DNR TELEPHONE 808-288-2821
DNR FAX 808-287-2578
DNA TDD 808-287.6887
SEP O 5 1996 SOLID WASTE MGMT 808-288-2111

WSCONS N
BEFT. OF KATURAL RESDURCES

DATE: SOLID WASTE FAX 8D8-287.2768
F. Andrew Gilbert, Jr. FILE REF:  FID# 772039950
Corporate Environmental Engineer _ Wood Co.
fonsalidated Papers, Inc. SW

P.O. Box 8050 : Correspondence

Wisconsin Rapids, W1 54435.8050

SUBJECT: Feasibility Determination for the Proposed Consolidated Papers,
' Inc., Water Quality Center Landfil) Expansion (#2488) - City of
Wisconsin Rapids, Wood County — —

Dear Mr. Gilbert:

I am pleased to inform you that we have determined that your proposed
papermill sludge 1andfill is feasible ang should provide for satisfactory
disposal of these wastes. We have also determined that an Environmental
Impact Statement is not needad for this site. Please read carefully the
attached determination which Tists the conditions of feasibility.

This favorable determination entit]es you to submit a plan of operation which
meets the conditions set forth in the feasibility report, the attached
determination and Chapter NR 514, Wis. Adm. Code. This determination does not
guarantee that we will approve a plan of operation. When preparing your plan
of operation, we advise you to carefully review the requirements of the NR 500

through 520, Wis. Adm. Codes.

There have been several changes to ch. NR 504, Wis. Adnm. Code, published June
1996, which you should be aware of in devaleping the plan of operation., There
have been modest reductions in the acceptable Atterberg limits vaiues, which
are different from those proposed in the feasibility report. The requirements
for the sand drainage blanket permeability have been altered, from 107%cm/sec
to 107%cm/sec, with some additional requirements for protecting the
geomembrane component of the liner 1F the drainage blanket gradation is Targe

enough,

Our undarstanding of the feasibility design is that the final cover proposed
for the lateral expansion will also be applied to the closure of Areas 3 to 5
as well. The plan of operation should be explicit on this Tssue and should
include detatls for junctions with the final covers already insta)led on Areas

! and 2.

CPL has previously raised the issue of whether gas monitoring probes are
hecessary at the Water Quality Center landfill, due to the shallow
groundwater, Tiner systems, and soil types arcund the landfill. We agres that

Quality Natural Resources Management
Through Excellent Customer Service




Andrew Gilbert, Jr., CPI-WQC Feasibility Determingtion

is questionab?e. If CPI wants to

the utility of gas probes at this Tocation
t this landfi1l, a request for an exemption, with

eliminate gas monitoring 2
supporting documentation, should be included in the plan of operation.

landfill owners must check for and repori any exceedances
We have granted groundwater guality
where elevated concentrations of

F.

As you may be aware,
to Wisconsin’s groundwater standards.

exemptions for specific monitoring wells
certain parameters have been detected. Alternative concentration limits will

need to be established for these wells and parameters. To determine what
these alternative concentration limits shall be, this approval requires that

more background data be collected.

The monitoring data for this site must be reported in an electronic format
specified by the Department. The Department mailed out to all Tandfill owners
and operators, information on the electronic reporting cf-data in a letter
dated July 30, 1996.

If you have any questions regarding this determination, please contact
FF at (608) 267-3534, or Mike Miller of our

Joe Traynor of our plan review stai
North Central District Wisconsin Repids Office at (715) 421-7821.

Sipcerely,

oo ek

Dennis Mack, P.E., Chief
Technical Support Section
Rureau of Waste Management

Attachments: project Summary and Feasibility Determination

Tom Jerow, RhineTander Office - AR

Mike Miller, Wisconsin Rapids Office

Dave Lundberg - W{R

Paul Husbner - WA/3

Bob Grefe - WA/3

patti Cronin - Waste Facility Siting Board

Charles Leveque - L§/5
Mike Lemcke/Steve Karklins - DG/2

cer




CPI - WQC Landfil1l Expansion Feasibility Summary 2.

A large portion of the proposed site has internal drainage to wetland areas
within the proposed limits of fiiling. Ditches which are present near the
rorth and west edges of the proposed facility drain surface waters to the
south into Cranberry Creek. The Wisconsin River is within one mile of the
site, however, Cranberry Creek diverts surface waters to cranberry bogs to the

southwest. Thase cranberry bogs drain to the Yellow River.

There are approximately 26 acres of wetfands which will be filled as a result
of this expansion. In accordance with ch. NR 103, Wis. Adm. Code, CPI has
demonstrated to the department that there is no practicable alternative to the
proposed landfill expansion, and that the proposed project will not resclt in
significant adverse impacts on wetland functional values. CPI has provided
the department with a practicable alternatives analysis and a significant
adverse impacts analysis. Based on the information provided in these reports,
the Department has concluded that the requirements of ch. NR 103,

Wis. Adm., Code have been met.” No practicable alternative is available that
would avoid wetland impacts. Also, due to the low functional value of the
affected wetlands, apd the regional abundance of these Wetlands, the project
will not.result in either significant adverse impacts to water quality, or
othe¥ significant adverse environmental impacts.

Regional and Site Specific Geology and Hydrogeology: In this area the

thickness of unconsolidated materials cverlying the bedrock surface ranges .
from two to eleven feet. The unconsolidated materials are composed of a peaty {E ,ﬁ

topsoil overlying sandy glacial alTuvium, which grades into a weathered i
bedrock. Bedrock beneath the proposed site is composed cof Pracambrian granite -

and diorite.

Regional groundwater flow is to the south with discharge into the Wisconsin
River. Locally much of the groundwater flows to the extraction system south
of existing Area 1 or is collected in the gradient control network beneath

Areas 2 through 5. Depth to groundwater at the site is generally less than

five feet.

Baseline groundwater quality sampling results for.indicator parameters, public
health and welfare parameters and volatile organic compounds (VOCs) for the
proposed landfill were provided as part of the feasibility report. In one or
more wells instailed at the site the concentrations of cadmium,
nitrate+nitrite, iron, and manganese were detected at levels greater than or
egual to the preventive action limit (PAL} or enforcement standard (ES)
established in Ch, NR 140, Wis. Adm. Code. The department is granting an
exemptiion under s. NR 140.28, Wis. Adm. Code for the baseline excesdances at
these monitoring wells. There will need to be some additional sampling and
analysis for the compounds and wells where the calculatien of an alternative

concentration 1imit will be required,

Proposed Design: Development of the proposed expansion would be in two
approximately equally sized phases, Area 6 and Area 7. Filling of both areas
would include overlapping the fill area onto existing Areas I and 3 to 5.
Subbasa grades of the iiner range from seven feet above to ten feet below the
existing Tand surface. Final grades would be up to 106 feet above the

existing topography.

{f
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Attachment 6
Ashley Furniture Correspondence

RMT, Inc. | Veolia Emerald Park Landfill, LLC
FVWPMSNA LT G0-20655\ 4T \ROU2065541-002.DOCK 11125109 Final November 2009 \{9@



\lot



FILE GOPY

A
Fru b 3

State of Wisconsin \ DEPARTMENT OF NATURAL RESOURCES

West Central Reglon Headquarters

Jim Doyle, Governor 1300 W Clalremont
Scott Hassett, Secretary Box 4001
WISCONSIN Eau Claire, Wisconsin 54702

| DEPT. OF NATURAL RESQURCES : Telephone 715-839-3700
FAX 715-839-6076

September 29, 2005 IP-WC-2005-62-0291BT
Corps # 2005-3205-BCN

Ashley Furniture Industries, Inc.
C/O Bill Koslo

One Ashley Way

Arcadia, Wi 54612

Dear Mr. Koslo:

The Department has completed review of your proposal to expand your furniture manufacturing
facility, and we have determined that your project meets state standards. Enclosed is your permit
that approves your project and lists the conditions which must be followed. Please read your
permit carefully so that you are fully aware of what is exps&ted of you.

You will find that we have placed specific permit conditions which assure your project can be
completed while protecting the public interests in our waters. If you have any question about the
content or intent of any of the conditions please contact me so we can discuss.

As with all of our waterway and wetland permits, we are authorizing this with the understanding
that you do not have additional alterations planned. We believe that this permit authorizes the
maximum impact allowable by law and that future wetland fills would exceed state cumulative
impact standards and, therefore will not be permitted.

If you have any QUestions, please contact me and | look forward to hearing from you before your
project begins.

__§1ncerely, ,
JD.;»»- /7%’/

Daniel Helset
Water Basin Leader
715-284-1431

cc Bruce Norton, ACOE _
Kevin Lien, Trempealeau County Zoning, P.O. Box 67, Whitehall, Wl 54773
Ryan Sheehy, City of Arcadia, 203 West Main Street, Wi 54612
Cathy Garra, USEPA, 77 West Jackson Bivd, Chicago, IL 60604-3590

dnr.wi.gov Quality Natural Resources Managerment
wisconsin.gov Through Exceflent Customer Service Biiekod on
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- Permit Issuance & Water Quality Certification -
Docket # [P-WC-2005-62-02918T

Ashley Furniture Industries, Inc., One Ashley Way, Arcadia, Wl 54612, has filed an application
with the Wisconsin Department of Natural Resources for a permit o relocate 1521 feet of anun-
named waterway, grade in excess of 10,000 square feet on the banks of two unnamed streams
(one tributary to French Creek and one tributary to the Trempealeau River), create a retention
basin within 500 feet of a waterway, construct 7 ditch plugs, and water quality certification under
Section 401 of the Federal Clean Water Act, Section 281.15 and 281.37, Wisconsin Statutes, and
Chapter NR 299, Wisconsin Administrative Code

The project is located in the Section 1, Township 20 North, Range 10 West, Section 6, Townshlp
20N, Range 9W, and Section 31 and Section 32, Township 21 North, Range 9 West, in the City of
Arcadia, Trempealeau County. The property address is One Ashley Way. The project consists of
expansion of a manufacturing facility and construction of a wetland mitigation site. The mitigation
site for this project is located in Section 10, Township 20 North, Range 8 West and is in the upper
reaches of the French Creek watershed.

PERMIT

1. You must notify Daniel Helsel at phone 715-284-1431 before “étérting construction and again
not more than 5 days after the project is complete.,

2. You must complete the plant expansion project as described on or before September 15,
2007 and must complete the mitigation portion of the project by the time lines set forth in the
mitigation plan. If you will not complete the project by this date, you mustSubmit a written
request for an extension prior to the expiration date of the permit. Your request must identify
the requested extension date and the reason for the extension. A permit extension may be
granted, for good cause, by the Department, You may nof begin or continue construction after
the original permit expiration date uniess the Department grants a new permit or permit
extension in writing.

3. This permit does not authorize any work other than what you specifically describe in the -
application and plans submitted with the application and as modified by the conditions of this
permit, including the following construction plans: - .

- Stormsewer, watermain and access road, Davy Engineering (July 13, 2005)

- Stormwater and erosion control plan, Davy Engineering {July, 2005)

- Erosion control and grading plan for railroad siding area, (September 23, 2005)
- Erosion control and grading plan for Plant 4 expansion, (July 13, 2005)

- Wetland compensation site ptan, NRC, Inc. (September 29, 2005)

4. This permit authorizes you to fill 9.078 acres of wetland at the Plant 4 expansion site and
convert 2.10 acres of wetland into a stormwater treatment and conveyance system. This
permit authorizes you to filt 2.75 acres of wetland for a railroad siding and modular container
storage area and convert 0.4 acres of wetland into a stormwater treatment and conveyance
system for the siding facility.

5. [fyou wish to alter the project or permit conditions, you must first obtain written approval of the
Department. .



10.

11.

12,

.13

14.

15.

16.

17,

18.

19.

You are respensible for obtaining any permit or approval that may be required for your project
by local zoning ordinances or by the U.S, Army Corps of Engineers before starting your
project.

Upon reasonable notice, you shall allow access to your project site during reasonable hours to
any Department employee who is investigating the project's construction, operation,
maintenance or permit compliance.

The Department may modify or revoke this permit if the project is not completed according to

the terms of the permit, or if the Department determines the acttwty is detnmentai to the public

mterest

You must have a copy of the permit and approved plan readily available at the project site at
all times until the project is complete,

Your acceptance of this permit and efforts to begin work on this project signify that you have
read, understood and agreed to follow all conditions of this permit.

Written concerns related fo substantive standards in statutes and administrative code were

submitted by Wisconsin Wildlife Federation and Midwest Environmental Advocates on behalf of

the Wisconsin Wetland Association.  Wisconsin Wildlife Federation has withdrawn its
objections and the Wisconsin Wetlands Association has stated it will notappeal this decision.

You, your agent, and any involved contractors or consultants may be considered a party to the .
violation pursuant to Section 30.292, Wis. Stats for any violations of Chapter 30, Wisconsin
Statutes or this permit

Construction shall be accomplished in such a manner-as o minimize erosion andsiltation into
surface waters. Erosion control measures such as silt fence and straw bales must meet or
exceed the technical standards in Wisconsin.

You must maintain a log of the erosion control inspections, repairs made, and rain events. This
must be made available to Department personnel upen reguest and must remain on the project

“site at all times work is being performed.

You must maintain a log of wetland restoration activities undertaken at the mitigation site. You
must comply with all work and report schedules in the approved mitigation plan.

You must supply a copy of this permit to every contractor associated with this project.

The applicant shall allow the Wisconsin Department of Natural Resources reasonable entry '
and access to the project sites to inspect the discharge for compliance with the applicable laws
and certification.

Ashley Furniture Industries has agreed to convey a conservation easement to the Department
on approximately 10 acres of existing wettand in the vicinity of the project site. Ashley has
agreed to record this conservation easement to the Department within 45 days from the date of
permit issuance.

Authorization hereby granted by the Department is not {ransferable.

\eH



20,

21,

22,

23.

24.

All remaining wetlands adjacent to the manufacturing facility identified by the department shall
not be altered by human manipulation, without prior written authorization from the Secretary of
the Department of Natural Resources. Human maniputation includes such activities as
dredging, tiling, ditching, filling, burning, dewatering and mowing.

The Department has evaluated this proposal and determined that this activity will meet the
standards found in Section NR 299.04, Wis. Admin. Code, and certification is granted.
Additional wetland adverse impacts or filling is not projected at the Arcadia facility based upon
information submitted by Ashley. Future wetland fills or alterations at this site would constitute a
significant cumulative adverse impact and therefore would not meet state standards.

The original permit must be recorded with the Trempea!'eau County Registry of Deeds
referencing the property owner and legal description. A receipt of the recording transaction
must be provided to the Department within 60 days of the permit issuance,

Ashley agrees that, not less than 30 days prior to the expiration of the Construction Bond,
Ashley will deliver {o the Department a Monitoring Bond binding itself, and its successors and
assigns, to perform the monitoring and maintenance requirements under the Mitigation Plan for
a term of twelve {12) years.

Ashley shall post with the Department another performance bond (the "Monitoring Bond") in the

- amount of Four Hundred Sixty-Four Thousand Five Hundred and 00/100 ($464,500.00)

23,

26.

Dollars, lawful money of the United States of America, for the menitoring and maintenance
phases of the compensatory wetland mitigation project in accordance with the Mitigation Plan.

Ashley further acknowledges and agrees that if the Monitoring Bond is not provided and
accepted by the Department, which acceptance shall not be unreasonably withheld,
conditioned, or delayed, the Construction Bond will remain in effect.

The mitigation project must be constructed, maintained, and monitored in accordance with the
final revised copy of the compensation site plan titled "Wetland Compensation Site Flan,
Ashley Furniture Industries, Inc., Town ofEttrick, Trempealeau County, Wisconsin” prepared by
Natural Resources Consulting Inc. and revised on July 22, 2005, September 13, 2005 and
September 29, 2005 (Compensation Site Plan). The project must comply with all other DNR

- permit conditions. Any modifications to the Compensation Site Plan must be reviewed and

27.

28.

29,

30.

approved by DNR,

Applicant will provide-a-signed-performance bond with terms approved by DNR within 30 days
to the DNR office of Julia Wilcox- FH/4, Wisconsin DNR, Box 7921, Madison, W[ 53707.

Applicant will provide a signed conservation easement with terms approved by DNR within 30
days to the DNR office of Julia Wilcox- FH/4, Wisconsin DNR, Box 7921, Madison, Wl §3707.

The compensatory mitigation project must be impiemented prior to or concurrent with the
wetland filling project.

Grading, pond construction and structures on the mitigation site shall be constructed in

accordance with all applicable state laws. Erosion control and stormwater management shall
also meef applicable state standards.

5



31.

32

33.

34,

Applicant will assure that on-site inspection is provided during the construction of the mitigation
site by a qualified wetland ecologist who is familiar with the approved plan.

Applicant will submit an as-buill report within one month of‘ corﬁpietion of initial seeding and
planting of the compensation site to the DNR offices of Dan Helsel, WDNR West Central

‘Region, and Pat Trochlell - FH/4, Wisconsin DNR, Box 7921, Madison, Wi 53707, The as-buiit

report must include information required by both the Compensation Site Flan and the February
2002 Guidelines for Wetland Compensatory Mitigation in Wisconsin.

After submittal of the as-built report, the applicant will monitor and maintain the compensation
site for ten years in accordance with the approved Compensation Site Plan. Monitoring reports
must be submitted to the DNR offices of Dan Helsel or the current DNR Water Program
Supervisor and of Pat Trochlell or the current Wetland Compensatory Mitigation Coordinator in
Madison by the end of the first, second, third, fifth, seventh, ninth, and tenth monitoring year.

If at the end of the tenth year of monitering and maintenance, the compensation project is

unsuccessiul in meeting its performance standards outlined in the site compensation plan,
either the monitoring and maintenance period must be extended until the performance
standards are met or an alternative mitigation site must be developed that meets DNR
approval.

FINDINGS OF FACT

. Ashley Furniture industries, Inc., One Ashiey Way, Arcadia, WI 54612, has filed an

application with the Wisconsin Department of Natural Resources for a permit to relocate 1521
feet of an unnamed waterway, grade in excess of 10,000 square feet on the banks of two
unnamed streams (one tributary fo French Creek and one tributary to the Trempealeau River),
create a retention basin within 500 feet of a waterway, construct 7 ditch plugs, and water
quality certification under Section 401 of the Federal Clean Water Act, Section 281.15 and
281,37, Wisconsin Statutes, and Chapter NR 299, Wis. Adm. Code. The project is located in
the Section 1, Township 20 North, Range 10 West, Section 6, Township 20N, Range 9W, and
Section 31 and Section 32, Township 21 North, Range 9 West, in the City of Arcadia,
Trempealeau County. The mitigation site for this project is located in Section 10, Township 20
North, Range 8 West and is in the upper reaches of the French Creek watershed.

The project will consist of the expansion ofan existing furniture manufacturing facility and
construction of a wetland mitigation site. The furniture facility expansion requires the
relocation of 1521 feet of an unnamed, navigable watercourse, construction of water quality
protection features, filling of 8.078 acres of wetland for the plant 4 expansion and the alteration
of 2.10 acres of wetland as part of a stormwater management system and filling 2.75 acres of
wetland for the railroad siding and modular container storage area and the alteration of 0.4
acres of wetland as part of a stormwater management system. The mitigation site requires
the construction of a retention basin, grading, and the construction of 7 ditch plugs, prescribed
vegetative plantings, and shallow scrapes.

The Department has completed an investigation of the project and mitigation site and has
evaluated the project. The Department has completed an environmental assessment of this
project and has determined that an environmental impact statement is not needed.

\Lle



10,

11,

12.

The project purpose is to construct the necessary improvements and expandan existing
furniture manufacturing plant in order to maintain its viability and continued existence. The
project is not wetland dependent,

The Department has completed a review of analysis of eleven different alternatives ranging
from no wetland impact to 25.60 acres of wefland impact and has determined that there is not
a practicable alternative that would avoid and minirize adverse impacts to wetlands, after
taking into consideration cost, available technology and !oglst;cs in !:ght of maintaining the
Ashley Arcadia plant as a viable, competitive facility.

The Department has evaluated the significance of the functional values of the wetlands and
determined that, in consideration of the potential wetland functional values provided by the

~mitigation project, the project will not result in considerable and important impacts on the quality

of the human environment

The Department has evaluated the relocation of 1,521 feet of an unnamed, navigable
watercourse and determined that there will be no detrimental effects on the flood flow capacity
of the stream, impacts to adjacent riparian property owners or to the public interests associated
with the watercourse. The stormwater plan is designed to control 88% of the suspended solid
for a 2 year, 24 hour rain event and the flood flow capacity of the waterway will continue to be
controlled by the City operated stormwater lift station. '

The proposed project, if constructed in accordance with this permit will not adversely affect
water quality, will not increase water pollution in surface waters and will not cause
environmental pollution as defined in s. 283.01(6m), Wis. Stats. The stormwater and ercsicn
confrol plans are designed to control surface water contaminates |n accordance with NR 151
Wis, Adm. Code.

The Department has evaluated this proposal and determined that this activity will meet the
standards found in Section NR 209.04, Wis. Admin. Code, and certification is granfed.
Additional wetland adverse impacts or filling is not projected for this site based upon Ashley
submittal. Future wetland fills or alterations at this site would constitute a significant cumutative
adverse impact and therefore would not meet state standards. A‘-'

A public informational hearing pursuant 30.208 Wis. Stats, was held on August 16, 2005. One-
hundred and seventy-one public appearance slips were submitted in support of the project.
Three people submitted appearance slips “as interest may appear” while six people submitted
appearance slips that did not indicate a position. Thirty individuals requested to submlt verbal
comments at the public informational meeting.

The Department received 1187 email comments, approximately 58% in support of the project
and 41%, a combination of “in opposition” or requesting addition information and juslification.
Specific substantive comments in opposition and requesting additional information were
received from the Wisconsin Wildlife Federation and from Midwest Environmental Advocates
on behalf of the Wisconsin Wetland Association.

The Department of Natural Resources and the applicant have completed all procedural
requirements and the project as permitted wilf comply with all applicable.requiréments of
Sections 1.11, 30.19, 30.195, 281.15, and 281,37 Wisconsin Statutes and Chapters NR 102,
103, 117, 150, 299, 300, 310, 3289, 341, 350, and 353 of the Wisconsin Administrative Code.

W1



CONCLUSIONS OF LAW

1. The Department has authority under the above indicated Statutes and Administrative Codes,
to issue a permit for the construction and maintenance of this project.

NOTICE OF APPEAL RIGHTS

ff you believe that you have a right to challenge this decision, you should know that the Wisconsin
statutes and administrative rules establish time periods within which requests to review Departrment
decisions shall be filed. For judicial review of a decision pursuant fo sections 227.52 and 227.53,
Wis, Stats., you have 30 days after the decision is mailed, or otherwise served by the Department,
to file your petition with the appropriate circuit court and serve the petition on the Department.

Such a petition for judicial review shall name the Department of Natural Resources as the
respondent,

To request a confested case hearing pursuant to section 227.42, Wis. Stats., you have 30 days
after the decision is mailed, or otherwise served by the Department, to serve a petition for hearing
on the Secretary of the Department of Natural Resources, P.O. Box 7921, Madison, WI, 53707-
7921. The filing of a request for a contested case hearing is not a prerequisite for judicial review
and does not extend the 30-day period for filing a petition for judicial review.

A request for contested case hearing must follow the form prescribed in section NR 2.05(5), Wis.
Adm. Code, and must include the following information:

A description of the Department's action or inaction which is the basis for the request;
The substantial interest of the petitioner which is injured in fact or threatened with injury by
the Department's action or inaction;
Evidence of legislative intent that this interest is not fo be protected;
An explanation of how the injury to the petitioner is different in kind or degree from the injury
to the general public caused by the Department's action or inaction;
That there is a dispute of material fact, and what the disputed facts are;

. The statute or administrative rule other than s. 227.42, Wis. Stats,, which accords a right fo
a hearing.

L N

o o

This notice is provided pursuant to section 227 48(2), Wis. Stats.
Dated at West Central Region Headquarters, Wisconsin onSeptember 20, 2005.

STATE OF WISCONSIN DEPARTMENT OF NATURAL RESOURCES

FFor the Secretary
o P Selok
Daniel Helsel

Water Basin Leader
Black-Buffalo-Trempealeau Water Basin
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- }:S""t. {i*auiﬁ’i‘sitfic‘t‘
Y. 8. Army Corps of Engigeers

IENT OF THE ARMY PI‘I}MIT

APPLICATIONNUMBER: 2005:3295-BON
APPLICANT: Ashley Furniture Indistries; Inc,

:P'R .,DCT: Warchousc.and rail, yard m:mmmn

PART ¥ - INTRODUCTION

This doeaniént’ mcfudcs 0 enwronmeutu! abbessment; a5 1cqu1fcd by the National
‘Envirorimental Policy Act; the District: Engm er's; statemenl of findings, includin ga
defermination regatding.compliarice with the:Seetian. 404()(1).guidelines (ifappropiidte) sad
theneed for an environniental impact statemienityand the District Enginccr’s-determination:as to
whether ornof the project is-contrary i -ihe: public interest, {NOTE: The Coipsof Bhgineets
permit regalations are'at Title 33 07 the.Code 6f Federal Regulations { C‘FR}, Purts’320 thiough

330.)

. A publivnotice desoribing the "rojcb‘tf'and nts lccanen 1s auached (A mchmen' A)
Howaover, thc pm)ect was modiﬁed afterihe { : - T

arey from: 26.’&(.‘1‘1;5 0 275 aérblé? an
B.078-actes. However, the dnchison 4.1
:im‘d a"2'I -aCre stofin- vmlcr rewnubn pm
"ICI‘CS to 14 328 acw‘; 'Ihc prOjcct dmwings have bmn xewaud-id shiow fhicsomodifications:
PART I - ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT

PROJECT PURPOSTE.

The: purpose ofthe project is to. improve: the:efficiency of an- exwtlng farniture. manufacturing
Jacility:

PARTICIPANTS IN THE PUBLIC INTEREST REVIEW.

d.patties, including the.uppropridte Federal,

lec pubhc noticc was scnt to a!i Lnowng eresl
i listivitichided i the'pemmitfils. A summiary

ofi ,b._O.H,lmullb iullo TN

U S Enwroumcntal Pmtcctmn Agcncy (EPA) By lottcr dmcd .JuIy 27 2005 (Auaclmmnt B)
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from the project site would atfoet neigliboring wetlands and theviver. BPA.stated that the
proposcd alternative, Q3, isthe most-cost efficient for the applicantand s in themid-range for,
‘wetland impacts. The EPA. abjectéd Lo the issuance of tie perihat as deséribed in‘the Public
Notice. They-stated that they wouldweloome additions} information on.the project and: its
Alternatives followed by interagency discussions abouit i15-cnvizonmiental ifnpacts. Tin responseto
‘thiut letter; Ashley sent the EPAca copy of' the Practicable-Altornatives Analysis dated May 5,
2005, that was. preparcd for this project. - By letier-duled September26,.200 (Attachmeit C)
TPA submitted furiher comments regdrding i Ashiey broposal,. They: still expressed coficemns
abaut traffic patterns associated withithe various alternatives, floodplain impacts, sterm water:
treatment, and the off-site, tatherthan:on:silg mitigation. pfOpObal By Jetér datéd:Septevbicr 28,
2005 (Adtacharent L), Ashluy nddiessed themost recentissues raised by BPA.

A58, Tish-and Wildlife Strvicg (FWS) By letteyr dated-J aly27, 2005 (Attachment D), (He FWS:
sstated that the, pmpmed project is riof water. dcpcndcnt and that more; sanous ‘wonsideration of
roffisite storage options should be considgred, | Dugio Hast wetlan Gsthie future
wctlanﬂ impacts; the. FWS recofimiend that the: Corps conduct:a-cuilativi: mipact. arialysis of
hese fills. They also noted thatthe: ‘proposed: roitigation; siteids: within the Lrench:Creek
swatgrshed, which is not théssaneras ;he WAtéfslled as the prope seti impact area. The FWS stated
that the proposed mitigation; rauon of2:1 iy appmpnate st mmxmum "Thercepmncpded that
:an approved miligation plai be i 148 a.condifion of ahly: pefmit, v ithd Teguiremenit that
‘construction of the mitigation sitebe completed withiif. ong year ofissuancy ol the pormi, T hey
-also recommended {hat.a momwrmg, plan be.included ds-a condition of the pemit.
The TWS also noted thatthe’ hst f fedcrdl}y hswd ihrcatencd arxd‘cudangcmd spcp:cs as

preserited in the Public Noti ate.. 5 v
federally fisted threatenedior cndangered specws orcritical bbitat; prescnl at the, prb}ml site.

quconsm Dcparimcnt of N dtural Resuurcm (WDNI{)? o, Wi’ltfb)l connnems were received
X : etate "the WBNR

State Historic Préservation. @fféef'('sm(ﬁ) By fetterduted. 'J'tiT ‘
‘Wisconsin-Historical Secicty.recommended thatall new area
WAth the project site-and-mitigation’site be: surveyed b bt

mvdluatt; thc mgmﬁcanoe of any: Arohéwlogxcal’mtcs that.m by prcsenl “Ehie; Cu % wncurrcd
B ‘ ea{ ong The

Trempealcau chr cemdor in the Arcadia sired: .dnd z‘muesl ::
archaeological smvey.. issippi Valley Archagological!
archacological study: and 0o cultural tiaterals were fodrd at the:
2005, the SHPO concurred with thosedindings:(Attachment F).

Wisconsin Wetland Assacidtion {WWA). “The. WWA requested. an; em;enf,mn m the Pnhi:c
Notice témment periotl inorder (0 condugl an-on-site migeling with A
scheduled for July 28, 2005. The: Corps subseque.ntly gmnte'
2005. By lettet:ddted August 15, 2005, (Atidchment Gy, TheWW,
regarding the project. Thcy‘siaieﬁ thiat:the Corps should cotiduot. an,mdépcmdent pracncablc
aliériatives dndlysis.in order to review Ashley’s permit apphication.. “They:state that the ourrent
alteriatives-analysis Ts incomplete and difficuli- to-interpret: by anyotie whic:is ot 4n exper-ii

2

P Y

o/



‘CEMVP-OP-R (05-3295-BCN)
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furniture manufacturing. They state that thetwo wetland filling projects: seed 10 be-evaluated
saparately because they-have independent-costs.and funcilons, and involye: différent Wydrotogic
systems, They-#lso state that the Corps should evaluaté the citnulative iiipactsiof Ashley’s past
‘wetland £ill, the current request to. fill, and the futwre of the exisfing suzrounding, wcﬂands The
WWA dlso:slates that the 3.26-acre wietland area proposed to: befi Ved hasbéen in; ately
dcscnbcd by the applicant:as‘a diserete Tow quality wefland., The WWA states that this wotland
is-part of an.extensive floodplain wetland that-has. been proposad for filling.

“The WWA finither states that the Corpb shoald-stipulate that- Ashley justify theic statements that
this will be ihelast plant expansion-in Arcadia by: protecting:the wmammg wetlondsin
perpetnity. They-recommend that the: Corpsinolude:acondifion that Ashley securo permanent.
sprotection forthe remaining wetlands through g cofiservation easginént,

‘By fetter daicd. Septeniber-6, 2005 (Attachment:H), fhic Midwest: Environmental Adyo "ﬂtcs. e
behalfof tie WWiA; subimittéd fisrther comments-ori the Ashley pé ipplicart digyeistate
‘that Ashiey has-failet 1o rebut the presumption thavtiere: argpra e alter 54
‘proposal andstate that the WDNR should condict anindepehdent precticablealiérnatives
analyqrq It 1§ theu‘ op1mon ﬁmt Ashley 5 ahemat:vcb ,dna‘lysiwn, ﬂawed lhey; also xpmss

WDNR appmws lh{b pro;eol 41 should bc on: tho condmon that xm furthcr wetlands wnuld he

filled-on site,

{Aitachmenls I J K and L) Ashicy rcsponded to thc commc:m leﬂc
WWA.

ALTERNATIVES KBY,

Llirougheut:the remainder of Part 1L of this dacument, (he proposediprajectand its:
Alferatives will be identified according (o the follewing Key;

D= Denial-of the pertnit.

ALUTERNATIVES NOT EVALUATED.

Ashiey Pumzturq evaluatcd numerons: alwmatwes for thc axpmis;on.of thbﬁmadm

dooumenus i wmbmduon thoroughly dxscuss thc vamous altprna wcs that Asl I
Io‘increase the Bificiency of their Arcadia facility. Several altgrriatives. disciissed in
2005 doeument were disniisscd from further consideration. -One of thesealtematives: mciudes
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the construcuon of a seccmd story 1. Ihc cx:stmg manufactum1g facxlxty Ashley nnteq the

ANOVE:30mMe OpbrdIlOnS lo an altcmat;va lacat:on outsxde ol‘ Arcadfa. TbIS facxl
Kar-office, Wilrehduse, production .
‘constructed.their oW ofi“ ce bwi@mg at ﬂw Ashley fac:,hty aud Wou id prefer-‘to mamtam its
Higadqoartees JivA i '
Hacility; Ashl
mznufactutingor warehouse ﬁcth‘has, 'I het‘cfom Ashlcy did n,at evaluate these"twe dligiriafives
further,

However, Aghley.did evalidte the following 11 dltematives nvdeluil ds'describod: in
Attachmient M titled Ashifey. Ex;mnsmn Altcrnative Analysis.

1M~ Construct a: separate manufacturing building southeast-of Plant:4 and convertingihe
cexisting Plant4 for warchiousing.

Five YearCost= 5 uillion,

‘Wetland Tmpact 14.48 acres:

Q1-5 — Construct a separate shipping building:southeast-of Plant 4; Usethe:space inPlant 4,
‘once-used Tor: sh1ppmg for oianufactuting,

Eive YearCost = SOlllnillion

‘Wetland Tiipact = 14.58 acres

d-expansion {o the soulheast of Plant 4.

92 ~ Construet attactied warehouse to the northwest-of Plant 2;
Fiye Yoar Cost = SYRmillion
Wistland Enpact = 14,04 gores

Q’% ~-Cotistiect an atlached warehiouse expansion o the southwest-6f, Plzm! 2y

ost = $.m]hon

Fivi
Wetland Hipact = 2810 acres

DA~ Construct aivattaghed expansiofito tig noitheast of Plait 1.,
Five Yoar Cost =S Jmillios
‘Wetland impact = 3.23 acres

QS ‘Construct-an attached warchouses expam:on to the sontliwest of Plant4 (pruicmcd

altcmative)
Five Year Cost = .‘]:'-mi[hon
Welldnd Impact = 14 328 adres (revised from 14,58 acrés)

#T - Muve some operations fo an alicioative Tocation-such as:Ean Clairé/la: Crosse,
Five YearCost =S Yliillion
‘Wetland Impact = ¢

1>
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#7A - Construct 4 sgparale: shxppmg building southeast of Plant 4 and-use the space in Plant4,

onoe used for sh:ppmg, far manufacturing.
Five Yeéar Cost = Sjlhcaiilion
Wettand. Impact =t}

#78B = Constructanattached warehouse expansion o the southivest of Plant-4.
Five Year Cost = Jiiltion
‘Wetland Impact-=9, 11 gores

#9 — Cofistrucl-4 separate wamhouse onvthemorth-side of the Trempealeau River.
Five Year Cost=§ m;
‘Wetland Tmpact = 2445540108

thh

Wetland impacts. ab,sauatcd'?‘wnh these I I aliemmecs mnge from 0 16 25 6 _ETCS;

e preferied attemative Havi ;
acres-of wetland:and #9 would impact 24 45 acres of wet!and a}ong the Tmmpwioau Rm,r
corridor. Dut tothe kargg: weétlant pact; thesealternatives.and thequality of wefland,: these.

alternatives will.niot Be valuateilifuriher in this document,

Three dltcmatWBs, Q*, #7, and #’?A thL wetland Ampacts raugmg from 0 to 3 23 ACLDS,

SHW million resp

alternafive. Therefofe, ahr;.mmves Q4 #7, an

ot micet e applicant’s projéstpurpose toiniprove 1he~¢fm.mm, ¥ of the fusniture manuf'lclurmg-‘

‘faeility.

i lhc Liirc;cncy fat ;he
) with awelland impact

MITIGATION ANDTHE SECTION 404(B)(1) RESTRICTIONS ON'DISCHARGE.

Guidelines issped by:the {18, Environmental Protection Agency (BRA) pursuarit'to
8ection 404(B)(1) of the Clean Wiatdr Act-restriel discharges of drcdged or fillmateria) tidder
certain circumstances. {sge 40 CFR'230.10), These circumstanges; includespecified {ypesol
environmcntal rdrm md;t wouldbecaised by thi dlscharg;a under réview.

-

The gnidelines algp festrict.diseharges when'there ate feasible; less ¢nvironmentally-
eneral, this portion:of the guitddlines corvesponds.to the

damaging altematives-avaikible,, Ix
definitionnfinitig pund:in thie gidelings issued by tlig CQun on Envirdninental Quality

torimiplement te: Ni‘imx"?ﬁl Enwronnmnt'al l’ollcy Agt (sec 40-CFR 1508; 20, The. poiu‘lee and
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procedures for lmplcmcmmg the 404(b)(1) gu:delmes were set forth in.a Mitigation
Memorandum-of- -Agreement: {MOA) issued by-the EPA and the Corps on Febivary 7, 1990,
Accerding to'the MOA, "The Corps will strive to aveid-adverse impacts and offset unavoidable
‘adverse impacts 1o existing: aquatic resources; wnd. for wetlands, will strive to achigve a goal of
no-overall net Juss of valugs-and funhctivns." To cirfy out this pohcy, the Corps will, i gendrud,
-evaluate Section 404 apphcations by gathenng andreviewing all-information-on a project;
including potential miligation, at the same time. ‘Then thig/Corps makes the'following seqiience

ol detcimiations:

1) Avoidarice - The:-Corps firgt rakdsa detenmnatxon th.n potentml 1mpdcls ‘have been
dvoided to-the maximum extént practicable: “Fo determineithe av.ulabzhty ofralternatives that
would avord 1mpag,,ls, onc of the following twp cfiferia must be applied:

a) 1lthe project is ina special aquatie site(such. as.a wetlafidy, and if the proiu,l dous
Tatnesd th be in or rigdr the spectal dgagt: g :Fulf“ s basic purjpose: (x ; theprojeet 1. ut
Hwater dcpcndont") {hen:the Corpsis rcqulrcd-.imassunlf: ihat there are. ;)racncab!c alternatives
that do not'invdlvespecial‘aquatic sites, To o otneithis presutiption, the: applivant miust
clearly demonistrate to the:Corps that praviicable alternatives are ot available. Wihe
presumplion is not:overcorne, ithe Corpsmuyst déiy- thg_,pmm:ii,apphc_:anqn

b) I the projectis not in a special aquatic'site and/or is waterdependent, the Corps is
not fequired to assume that there-are practicable tpland-alicrndtives. However, if the Corps
adentifiessuch altumatwos, the applicanemustclearly demonstrate that they are nptfeasible. If
such a demonstration cannot be made, the Corps'miist deity the pérmit application,

2) Minimization~ The Corps will next mitigaie unaveidable impacts; toiihe exient

i

Appropriste and:practicable, by requiring; #leps 10, mininize those- impacts,

3. Compensation - Finally, the Corps:will niitigate-undyoidable fmmpacts; lo e £xieni
‘appropeidterand practicable; by requiring stepsto compensate: foraquatm reSouree: va[ues

In-dtenhining "appropnaw anti‘prdcficdblc" nicastresto offset unavoidable. mipacts,

quch measires. should'be. appmpriate &l heﬂsco &.and. degrce ofthose: impacts ~and pm(,ucablc in
R I JE6t Pt The Comps

wﬂi gwe'fui! consideration to-the views:of thefesonrce: aoenclcs when making, this
determination,

(NOTE: It'may be-appropriate 10, {iwmteirom {heabove sequence when the. discharge:is
fiecussaty to avoid eavironmental harm or wheit osed discharge e reasmmbly g
expected {orresult in environmentsl gain.or msxg:m ficantenvironmenial losses: 3

The following:is 4 summary.ofihe mmgatma sequenve.as itpertains toithe propasal
{(Afernative B)and afapplicable; its dltgriatives A2, ete). Ifdénialof iH
{Allerhative D):ds not spocifivally addchSGd, ific:rcader may assuine that 1o dlscharg¢ subjcet to
:Section 404(B)(1). sequencing.would rdsult, from giich action.

Avoidance. ‘The purpose of this projedt is te improve the efficiency of an-existing
fritituie mannfactariny feility. This isrof awateridependént sctivity, becatse manufacturing
facilities do not have to be located in or adjacent to water/wetland:areas. Furthermore, the

6
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project site is a wetland, which is a.special aqualic. site. Therelore, the Gorps must assume that
there-are practicable alternatives available that-would aveid wétlind iripacts. The Ashley
inanulacturing plant is bounded on'the fiorth by the Trempealeau: River and associated
‘wetlands/floodway. To the west ol the plant are-wetlands and hig previons Ashley wetland
mitigaion site. Ta the south anil esst of the plant are’ resldemwi nelghbor}meds ofthe City of
Arcadia. Ofthe L] aliematives thal Ashley-evaluated for.cxpansion, only-dlternatives Q4 and #7
hhad ne wetland impacts, As dissussed previously, those altematives had a S-yiar cost of SR
iillionand § million respccthrcly, corpared (0 a Szycar cost of $-mﬂhon with the
prefcrrcd Q5 alterndtive. Therefore, theraveidance of wetlands does:not appeai: 1o be practicable

‘for the expansion of the Ashtey facility.

‘Minintization. In:1995, Asliley fiad disoussions with ihe Corpsiand WDNR regarding
firiher. expansion at-the Areadiy facility: :Ashle proposed oekpand:tisivlacility soullivest of
Plant 2-into wetlands immediately ent to'thic Tremipedican Rive this altemnative is
jdentified 25Q3 in the current-alternafives: zmalyms and wouldimpact 25.6 agres.of wotland).

. e Xt si ; 3 ey'conﬂdﬂr altérnativesito
the proposed expansion. The arca now being. considered for expansmn @ Yis located southwest
of Plant 4, an arca that was suggested by Gcorgc Mpyer, who theii: seived. 4 retary.: ofthe
WDNR. Ashley statels that (his area:has various limitations and is far fromi eal for meeling
Ashley’s needs. 1t has Himited available space for- expansiopeand lingited:parking for cmploycc
wvehicles. However, Ashley.dogs. slale ihat tho sﬂc~does address manyoffhe;r mhcr fa0111ty needs

sind arc pursuing this site as thepre

ishowed 11.32 acres of weitla -
the vatlroad siding area/inter-modal. stot‘agi arEa The wamhouse

meiude a. 2 I—acre storm»watcr« rewnho pond which 'sult,s g

Hi adverse weﬂand smpact,
lotalion. Ashley has: rcducsd lhj, Vi

siding/inter-modal storage aréa; 4. recuction inwetland
oFaf.d-acre storm water pond; «f thig.site’ ‘would result in:a totgl wetl;
the vail siding:area, Thereforg;the total wetland impact-associated. will:. thiis pmposal is. uow

14.398 acres.

Hacres:of w@ﬂmd lmpact

Cgmgensgtm Ashle;y proposeso. aniligate forahe 142
sssociated thh their ﬁxrmture 'p ntexpapsion at an offsité l
10, TZON, R8W, Trempeniean (‘oumy, W:swnsm Allhuugh-l i
Tiempedleau River watershied, itis withip :
with the Gitidelines for Wetland. Compcn ¥, : -
miligytion siteis 34.5.acres:insize-andis. lecatcd inthe l«rcnch Creek watca shed abnui 9.5.:miles
‘gonithenst-of the Ashley facility. The: ci}mpensauon dcmgn mcludcs -';stomiwn UI dgm,uliural
ceopland within (e Toodplain:ofup G yi
pative. plant cotmmunitics. Tydii g_\,w mslom{;on wuuld mclud ﬁllmg lhc numcrous dm,iu,s
and miner grading toexpose buried organic:soils, increase soil saturation.duration, and protect
water quality, Native plani, cormiunity restoration would include poisisicat tcanbent ofreed
‘canary grass, establishivient of wet/sedlge meadow communitics by secdmg and plant plug
mstaliailon, and. establishment of southerd fowland forcst by mstajimg native tregs. A H00-{dot
wideupland buffer stiip would be ‘ineluided: along theeastem portion.of the wetland restoration

mm—p— ey
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-‘#it& Restoration within the buffer area would-inslude ceasing current pastureuse and resiricting
land-use as detailed in the conscrvaiion casemertt,

The mitigation plan prepared by Natura! Resources Consulting; Tng. (NRC), states-that
19:4 acres of wet/sgdge mneadow, 8.0 actesof southern’ Iow‘land forest, and,-O acrey of open
watet/shallow-marsh would be restored, Total.wetland restoration would bei28acres. An
-additional 1.5 aczes of wet/sedge meadow would be enbiancéd; 75 .ac¥es of uplangdimdés
wonld be réstored, and 3.25 actes of upland’ buifer would.be: pIGSb[‘VOd The mlugatmn work

would be compl::l,ul concurrent with the permitted project,

For a syrimary of all slemeiits of Sec. 404(b)(1) compliarce ingléding tie Altrilatives
Technical Fvaluation Factors.

GENERAL PUBLIC INTEREST FACTORS.

IMPACT KEY:

B = Beneficial effect.
A= Advetse ¢ffest.
T = No cffoct

T = Temporiry

NOTE: Thedbsence of narvative under any heading witha "B" or A" in-the parenthiesis
indicite’s that, althobghithere. would bedt itripdpt; it world Boawiny milnof oie, id assessing;
‘more tharione altemative, the mpacts foreach alternative will'be-shown in separate, pdremhc;scs.
‘However, if ioneé of the altematives would tiave ai fifpd Ter Benglisial of a’d'v,ti;xs‘;:
piven factor, a smg'k: (0) will be used-after that-factor. P will bemsed to'deseribe-the iy g
assopiated withithe applicant’s-proposal and Dawill be wsed fo-deseribe the impacts dssociated

with the dénigl 6F tie perniit..

Noise-Levels. P (A)- ‘D"(O) Earthmovmg and construction:activities at te: prﬁp(}bed constraction
site-would resultin aninerease-in neise: Ieve]s In lhe project vidinity, Therefs an-cxigking
vesidential avea located touthie soutiienst of the project area thiatrwould ‘experience increased naise
levels. Howeyer, thatiresidential arca is currently subject 1o xail and truck Wwaffignaises from. the
‘gxisting Agliley f‘acthty Addversenpise iinpacts would-alse octirdiving the Eonstrietion of ihe
mitigzation site. However, duede therural loeation-of themitigation site; {hose Tty wouldbe
limited to those rursl. n,su;ieﬁces lecated immedistely-ddjacent to the sile.

Acsthetic“\’aiucs P XY {0 The conislruction ofa Warghouse-and container storage dreadn

wetlands would be viewed. by mirany to be an adverse inipact torthe oxisting natural wetlands (hat
are looated adjncant 16 the Ashley: fm:lhiy

‘Recreation. (D) No.impacts to xec:ﬁe,a,taQn:;_a.reaex-pc;;t,_cd to pecuras aresult ofithis project.

e}
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“‘I'tansportation. P (B); D(0) Ashley.states that the Arcadia facility cursent] Y- receives o
shi yments:per-week of raw materidls and Ginished goods for transferto other facilities, and
IRGads of finished goolds per week, by rail of over tlie road. In additioi, Ashley

. railers on.ihe road at any given time. The City of Arcadia has yisod state grants

and fax mcney obtdined froni Ashley as part of the Tax: [nérement Firianice District to make

fimprovements to: the Tocal strects-in and around:the Ashley facilily obilaineé SEODSIN.

Diepartment of Transportation has also.made improvemeiits to STH 95 {ogated to'the souith 'of

Arcadiaaiid H 93, whichiis located east'of Arcadia. These highways.are theiiajor touies
aused by, Ashiey: ricks 0. #coess the Arcadia facility.

“The-State of Wisconsin-and Arcadiahave developed tho rail facilities at the Ashley facility,
wihich is scrved by the Canadian National Railway. Ashley las used these: IMPrOVenients 6.
develop d segional intér-niodal: contmm:r storigé yard, which serves riotosily Ashloy, but-othor
arew businessesas-well, Ashley proposes fo prand its complemgnt.of mtarwmodq’.f-amnunncrq
rand seinif+rack tragtor trailers by inits to regain cfﬁmcncy i shipping fuiniti
necess:tating the expansion of the railroad. siding-area and .containcy storage yard:

‘Public Heslth. (0)No impacts to public healih are expested to-ocour asa resultefillis projeet.
Bifety. (0) No ifripdctsto safety are expected 1o ogour as a result: of this. projcet.

Commiinity Growth, P(B), U{Q) Ashley Fumniture is the largest, employer in Ttehipealeay
County: The gtowitiof Ashley’s favility provides.a benefit to this City of Arcadia and

surrownding communities
‘Busiaess/Home Relocafions, (0) Ne:bysincsses:ar homes-would be refocated as-a resultofthis
project.

hils

[‘xsstum,/Potcntm! Land Ut:e P (A) b (0) The pro}ect s1ie is a remnam pf a, fdlm:‘ th

n1mufactunng Ihcxhly Thc rsmammg acrcagc 15 mastl i wetland consmmg heddow and

wlidllow roarsh:

I'mparfy Vilués. D (B), i3 {O) Avtording to’ information: provided by Ashh,y, thig: prﬂ;mscd
ivfrastructure and. devclcpmcnt costs for this project would be S miltion resultingin a
oncuiréht iicreass i property valucs at tho.Ashley facility.

Tax Revenies: D(B), D{0) Incrdased tax fovenue al the looal, state, and fedcral lovel svould be
expected o oceur as sresult-of this Jproj eot,

Public Racilities:atid- Berviess. (0)No public favilities:or serviccs wouldbe itnjacted by this
project.

1ploy‘; mipre
aympia are
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Business Activity. P (B), D (0). Since 1982, Ashley’s salcs have grown at a annnal averageaf
/o and in 2004 achioved.gross.sales Uﬁl]ou Ashley anticipateés that its-sales wil]
continue to grow at-ai annnal raté of - if it cdn satisfy the space requireiiténls assodiated with
thls rateof growth Ashl y.states 1hdi the current Arcadia facility simply has-insufficiznt
‘Capacity to be o ; In terms of production per employes hiour, the Arcadia
fac:hiy as. ss clficien ley facility in'Eoru, Mississippi. Ashiey states that with
& plaxmed expansion-of the Beri faeility; this disparity would incredse. A aréSult, Ashlcy states
‘that thiey are fist approdchingadecisionon relocating all pr someiafits Arcadia operations 1o
-another facility; likely outside the statg of Wiscensin. The proposed cxpansion would #dd
273,008 square feel 1 storage space for f’ nished furniture products and would allow the
iconversion of 15 square feet of existing storage-space to furniture production, The
: d. -n mpléyccs result in an.increase in production of 356,000
piccos. Owerall, the proposcd project would result in anet annual cost reduction.of
ue o operational &fficiensiés.

Farmlaud/Food Supply. Pi{A), D {0) The siteof the proposed warchouse expansion is part 6f'a
Previous farm that:has hislorically béen in agricoltural production. The'remainder of the-

‘Farmand liss, afrcady been converterd to building or parking parcel since acquisition. Ashiey’s

wiitigation site 15 ewrrently-in -apricultural production. The sité Wag'most recontly farmed-witha

‘hay orop oftimothy and clover. Other.erops on the site-have included: soybeans. A small cattle
‘corral is located in-the southwestern: corner of the property with some of tlic. mmgduon atca
‘haying apast usc.as pasture. Thecenversion of this oropland to wetlanid would résult’ina mirer

Joss-of fammland in Trerapealeau County,

Fioodmg P (A);, 1{0) The wethands within the praposeqd: warchousc areaare not within the

stloodplain of the- Trempealeau River and aneseparated from Moy | ek by.a food:
otitrol dike. HMoweviesy the:2:75. attes of wetland thatare pioposed tobe fifled for the rail widing
arex:and-container storage area arewithindthe 100-yeur floodphain-efile Trempealean River.
Fugtheranalysis of the inlpacls of o (i1l ol the Mdodplain/il

Q elevifions Will'nged-to be
conipleted by the City of Atcadia as- reqmi’ed urider the state:floodplain. regulations.

Eieigy. B (A), D 0y The proposed expansionof the. Ashley fucility would réguire the use of
;additional electricify at the munufacturing plant as wel as.additional fucl for the tractor trailors
thiat-déliver raw materials to-Ashley anid-haul fumiture products:ite their final destination:.

Mmeral necd.s; P{AY, BY(0) The'proposéd prajest Waild 'r@Qu:ra that fill nidteridl be broughtio
the s;te to: raise. lhe eievatmn of Ih‘ STe; Us uMawn . 'ﬂus ttmp ,xf th:s Rl mateml would be

Adr’ Queality, T {A), D0 Inercasedupmdueuon at the manufacturing famh(y would cquate to a-
pontuyreiit inbrease in ait giality emissions from both the manifaetiting processes and

employcciiractor vehicles:.

Terrestrial Habitat, P (A), D (0) The: upland areas, including.some-ofthe wet meadow
wetland, within-he warehouse expansion ated have: hlslonedlly‘bwn used for agricultural
iproduction. Since the purchase.of ifiis aren: by Ashley, thiessite hias been mowed reﬁultmg in short

‘rass habitut providing minimal habitat for ypland species,
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CEMVP-OP-R (05-3295-BCN)
APPLICANT: Ashley Furniture Industries

Aquatic Iabitat. P {A), D(8) The proposed warehoitse sitg is approximately 18 dores in: $lze
with-a 1,520 foot. iong ‘watercourse that begings at the-center of the sifc and runs o the northwest
‘comer of the sile. This waleicourse is 10'to 15 feet wide with about two feet of standing water,
Aghley’s consyltant determined-that this watercourse s likely an old meander scar-of the
widjacon! Meyers Vallcy Creck. This watercourse Liltimiately connects to the Trempealeau River
.about 3,670 feet west.of the. Ashley: facxhty Atthesoulh:end of the walcrcourse; there is.an-
-open walcr pond.approximdlely: 0.5.acres.in size. The WDNR has defermined that this-pond.and
watercourse iget the-definition:of state nawgahlt: wwaters.. These-areas currenlly-provide habitat
for witerfow), nco-tropical mxgm(ery songbirds, wading birds, amplibians, and small manimals.
such as‘muskrat, niinl, and ractoon, As partof” the stormawater plan; the open water pund’ would
‘be converted to-astornr-water pond. The cxmimg watercourseawould be re-located to-the area
immediately adjaveni lo-the existingdiké-and seiveias the'outlst for the stor-water fond, The
‘conversion-of these natural featifies1o a. Storfn-water pond and.catlet would adversely impact the:
curment funclions and valucs;of these wetlands, The'stormewater pand would be: subject to- rapid
changes m'watéi #levation durmg Slorm gvents, Th\s boiifice Tn watér-clovation is tiot.condiicive
to. thezestublishment of wotland vogetation. Polliutants and'sediments from parking lot rup-off

would also-entér this-pondresiltifig iha decreisd in Witer guality.

Upper French Creok is designated as a Clags Hitdontstéedm by the WDNR upstream from 1he
Waysxde Laite toad. Grogsing. Although the section of’ French Greck adjacent 1o the mit] gauon
site fsnot-desiguated trout-water, the wetland restaration effort would have abeneficial impact
won that streain by redicing seditientation’ from agricnltiralactivities. Filling of the: ditelics:
Wwould ¢limiiate a; Potential sourge. of-therntal lmpacts to-French Creek. Future water q“uaiﬂy
improvements in:the watershed could srestlt ivi additionalseciions of French Creek bécoming

suitable troul hgbﬂ_dt
e'rs:i,y and..In(ersperamn P (A) B (‘O) Approﬁumattly 65% of thie: wet}and ama to

HAbitat Ty

Aypes.ate: qhaﬂ' ; vl ,
adjacent to hig @-dCI‘L former (Jn‘y squ,c lagoon systcm that whs converied toa: mtt:gatfon site

for Athzy £ pmv:om perm:t The prop@ecd ra:] siding sue is: deacent toa largc, inbnz,wu

wctland adjacéut tg Mcy‘ lley Ceck. and thie T mmpealeau Rwer An addl‘ummi 2."-5 acres bf
wetland would be 1mpaamd'b 'Ihe cona,zrucuon of two Stomrx watbr ponds, The yvetldndp to'be

Ao that stream. However;dlxe

1 (6. & puniping statidn-and- st to the:
patkir lot ninzoff dppedrs tocontribtite waterto this
system and the wellagd would provide iniport ater quality-filnctions by, trapping sediments
and-the: upitaice: ‘of nutriéntsprior to theTun-off wile ie.adnng Ay Trempudicau Rives: Cutcont
WIINR rebulatmns/requwe that new. consiraction: mjeots ‘over.one acre in-size liavea storm-
water p‘Iaﬁ.; Ashley has desigiied-a 2. {-acto stor water reténtion pond.in the existing wetland at
ihe southwest comer ofithe. proposed warehouse: This rétention pond would receive run-off
Wvater from the warcHousersel and parking ot providing Water quality benefits to. thig:

T rcmpealeau Rwer‘*ﬁbhdplmﬁ Currently,
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CEMVP-OPR (05-3295-BCN)

APPLICANT: Ashley Furnitwe Iidustrics

downstream receivi ng waters. The propnsed‘m"i”i s'id'ing arewwould also i,mp..act greater than one
acre and a 0.4-acre stomy waler retentibn.area has been designed for thit sife.

At the mitigation site, approximalely 20.acros of grading is proposed toremove:an-average of 6
anches-of topseil from thessite. No grading would.occur within 35 feel of Fronch- Creek. The
‘material would be used tod1ll the existing drainage ditches or. be hauled-off-site.. The re-
vegetation of the mitigation site with.pefmanent hetbaceous vegetation would reduce.site crosion

Wwhen compared to the previous row cropping land usc,

Laige*scalg earthmoving p!.'OJCClS (bolh the project ; site and mmga&on sﬂe) ‘have the potential Tor
‘erosion-of exposed soils duringconstruction. The use-eferosion control methods such as sili
fenge, Bay bales, etc., rédiice thosg inpyacts to dowiisiream seceiving waters and wetlaids. The
WDNR willrequire the submittal 6fan eiosion. ‘control- pilan for their review and congurrence.

“Wiiter Supply. (0) Noimpacts to the waterssupply are expeeted to oecur asia resuit-of fhis
project.

Groundwater. P(T, A),D (0) As part-of the.construction Process, de-watering wells would be
,rc;qmmd todiy the sub soils on site restilting in i temporary loweiing o' the progndwater levels
1 the inumediate. vicinity:6f the.fill arca. Upon-completion of the fill, the groundwater tevels
swould return (g pre-existingconditions. The water devels in:the-adjoining wetland itigation sife
‘Wwill be menitgred o ensure that the. dc-watcnng wells donot, impact-that ares.

Boily. P (A), D (0) Thy soils at the AshIcyrse-dre fapped.as Dunnvilie fine sandyloam. This is
arineral soil with: redox;mamluo features found:at 12 inches-below the soilsurfuce.  These
soils-would be filled for the construction oFihe warghiovse and railroad sidiigated, The soilsat
the m:t,tgaxmn s;te amma\pped.a "Boa%sﬂt loam, Lawson.silt. loam, ad WaTlkill siltfoam.

houg 14

isted us. @ hydiic sdil, most.otihe sitedoes contain hydric

cd.on figld s Airvaverage of six inches of these-sbils-from.a 20-
acre pomen ofthe: nﬁtlgfmon sitewonld be excavated and uscd o411 the: cxxslmg ditch. systom.
The remaining soils would be hauled to an off-site mpland logation:

Shoreline. Prqcesses (0) The proposed preject is:not Tocdled along the shoreline of any lake or
Streamy and niy ipacts are expected to any shorelinng processes.

Wetlands. P (A), D () The; Propose pt‘ojem wonld resultin the filling 419,078 acres of
ACTES. .rwctland for the railrozd: & arga, 2.1 scres
etention at tland irpact
328 avees.

for the: sxdmg/stm age: drciStorm-waler Tetenticn arcs, Total wetlaid 1mpaots are:l:

Broposed Plant Expansion Site

Approximately - 75%-of this wetland.area is maintained in:a mowed condmon and-is:dominated
Prmarity by recd. candry prass. Other coriurion ton-domindit sppmcs ‘withiizahe iowed ateas
mcluda»Kentucky Blucgr*lss Creeping Charlie, common dandelfon, Kentuck ‘bluegrass, clovers,
Wwihite panicled aster and common foxtail $édge. “This dfen was the driestipo) of theswitiand,
with saturated soils: oceutring dbout 1 Anclics below the: ground surface. e sinill
depressional-areas with severaf inclics of slanding water-contained 2 modérate prevalefice of sofi-
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CEMVP-OP-R (05-3205-BCN}

APPLICANT: Ashley Fumiture Industries

‘stem ‘and river bulrush-with lessér amounits of water plantdin, nodding beggars fick, cormmon
spike-rush, hybrid cattail. and barnyard grass. A drdinage-way s Tecated ifi the central poition of
the wetland-aud flows to the north wheks it emptics'into a stort water draifage system,
-Dorninant vegetation within'the banks of the waterway includes hybrid cattails, soft-stem
‘bulrash; commion burideed drd reed canary grass., Deeper, open water pottions-of the walerway’
were. dominated. by common waterweed.

‘Shallew:marsh communities aré located.ini-the northeni portion and soutliwestern porfion of the
‘wetland. These areas aré not-mowed and were inundated with up 6.6 inches:of water, Plant
-dlvwaliy was generally Jow-and dominated by hybrid cattail dnd- ‘recd Canary grass with-soine
‘geattered common. hur-’reed Other-cammon non-dominants species included white: panicied
‘aster, nodding biegiiars tick, 4nd fox sedge. A small arca.of shicub-vaix toimunily is locafod” it

the southern'most:poition »fthe welland andiis. comprised inasﬂy afpussy-willow with red-oster

dogwood and grey dogwood.

NRC Campleted-a Floristic: Quahly-‘Asscssmcnl (F QA) of the. site. Thcy-_found low plant
"d]VCI‘SHy dieto the: domm Ree G noh-Hative spccws ‘Whilesd tmal of 4y plant: Speciey weilt
identified within the pl’Oj_ ‘ species werecommon, withreed canary grass and.

hybrid catail comprisitp’ 90% ofthc ‘Pplant conmmiinity. THE FQA for this ifowis Iowat 18:0.

NRC. ¢ompleled a lunetiona) wetland assessineiil fokthe: proposcd warchoUsg cxpaision, area
utitizing the WHDNR-Rapid- Assessment for Evalnating Wetlarid Fanetional Values {WDHNR
RAMS) Thxs wctlmd camplcx,qomﬁms wctmwﬂaw shallow mml1 and shrub/u.m— wglzaud

Protection were niot appl

Proposed Rail Siding Expansivn Avea.

‘i‘hn pro;xoscd rﬂll s:dmg aroa 1s lbcdled sautllw:ast of’ Plant 2 Phase 4 adjacml to [}'.'lt. inbllﬂg

] »od, K ‘tucky bjueg s_s, anid slmgmfr nettlc A
total of seven p]ant qpcnms Wer identified within: 1fm ‘wetland. Arca, 4354 of which ‘were nalive,
resulting in a-very oW FOA of 1.5

NRC compleied a functional wetland assessraent utilizingithe WINR Rapid Assessment
Methcdology for: hvaluatmg stiand Hinotiondl Values: (WDNR RaAM). For purposes of thit
assessment, NRC evaluated:a 75-acre poriion of this-wetland cc:mp]’ex that.is contained withina
large oxbow ¢hannel of the ‘lrempealeau River, th’S. wetland complex contaiiis a numiber-of
welland plant communities: mcludmg ﬂoodp}aln forest, sk , shallow margh, and wet
niegdosv. Dominant plant: gpecies: mcludc freen ash,'silvey ms Awllow | spogics, :dogwiod
specias, reed canary grass, caftails, and stinging nettte. Wetland functions for Floral Diversity.
and Fisbery Habifat were rarkiediit Mediam, with Wildlifé tiabitat, Floed/Storm Water
Attenuation, Water Quality Profection, Shoreline Protection, Grotmdwaier, and
Acs{hcllcszccrLation/Edupatlon ranked as High. The sigiificent fungtional values oFihis
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" CEMVP-OP-R (05-3295-BCN) |
APPLICANT: Ashley Furniture Industries

wetland complex esult from many. factors; with.itic mostimportant being the landscape position
and size of the wetland especially-as-it relatés to the Tollowing: 1) this wetland is part.ofan
expansive wetlaiid complex that eomprises shore thri 10,000 acres of: ﬂoodpla,m wetland along
the Trempedleau River-within a 17 milc radius.of: Arcadia 2)thewetland melm ingludes,
VATious vcgclanon cover typés Tésulting in high potential for diverse waldiife utilization, 3) the

wetland complexis associated with the Trempealean River-and provides:significant. storm

water storage-and walterquality protection furictions duging high-water evernts ds.walliagy
fish spawiing hibjtit diiring these flood events, and. 4) recreational use: of the Trempealeau River
by canoeists;and anglers and thowssosiated aestheficvalue of the wetland view slied.

Thérail siding expansion urea {s proposed to ‘be Jecated'i inthe Towestquality and most degraded
portion of this wetland'complex. Thisporion of tie.sitg’has beéir degraded as 4 result of‘p.ist
activities associnted-with the ddjdcent railroad., Numemus élredgcd material piles m,ngm;, i
height from 2 (o4 feet-arc Jocated within thistarea, A ;‘bro:mnptlgiy 09 higtore fi fill 1
Toeated witltin the projidsed expinsion-area. “Wildlife usagedn this pomon of the wetland
complex is very Jimiled due to the lack-of vegetation diversity.and: cover typos; Jinited open
water, and the'progimity o the railigad dorridor, ‘The stor witer/fiood storage and water
quality functions of this pottion of the wwtland @ due fo the distance.from:the river-and
{he higher clovations of thisarea. Tha '

yifaL, shoréline pmlccit' St}
aesthei1csirecraatmufeducdiwn withir this pemou of the:wetland are:minimal doetoii-distance
from the- nwcr and lack-of’ publm ACCESs:

Proposed Mitigation. Axea:

adrcgolwetland inipactassosiated-with. their
thcf‘ nm;h Cruyk Wﬂfw‘shbd about; 95

Ashléyrproposes to mijtigate-fortlie: 13,9285
fuxm!ure ‘plam cxpansxan ata .«5 aore off :tc locanon‘

rc.slorallon sxtc Rt,stora‘tsen W1ﬂnn th;«: buffcr ama wouldinelude: oeasmg curkent past e s nid

restricting. land-use agdetailed in the conservalioneasement:

4*&(.’-{05 of wot/scd . mcndow 3.‘0"‘1&3! cs‘.m‘ '

The mitigation plan prepared by NRG, states th
southorn 1owland forest; and 0.64cres of op 3d;
wetland restoration-would be:28 acres. Axiadditional 1i5deresof wctlscdgc--mcadaw wouldbe
cnhanced, 1.75 acres-af ipland mesic prafric would'betestorgd,and 326 ac Buiffor
would be preserved. The milipation work would:be cmnp!etcd conenrrent with-the; penmttcd

project.
Secondary and Cumulative Impacts, P (4), D'(0). Ashley first opened 4-quarf: ‘toor,

manufacturmg facility in Arcadid.in 1970. By 1993, Ashley had expanded-in stze by more than
B8 {imes o approximalely quare feot, In: 1993 the Cerps and WDNR issued Ashley
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CEMVP-OP-R (05-3295-BCN)
APPLICANT: Ashley Furniture Industries

‘permits anthorizing 19.76 acres-of wetland. fill for plant cxpansxon and.parking. Ashley facilities
are now 1.5 million square feet.in size. Ashley hag stated that it expedts growith rates of Wiper
‘year aid the proposed expansion would accomiiodate Astiley’s growth/and eflfeiencies at tho
Arcadia plani for a 5-yearperiod.  Ashley has indicated that they have no-plans for additional
‘expansion atthis time, Ashley clains it cannot rchably plan for future exparision past five-years

Adueto marke! changes.

AvGordingito the WDNR wetland: inventory, thicre are 3,138 acres of) mappﬁd avetiand withez 5-
mile-radivs-of Arcadia. The proposed wetlagd: 1mpax:t 0£:14.328 aores-of wétland is abowt 0.46%
‘ofthut: wetland acreage. The WDNR stated thatsihce the: anoeption: of witland water: QUal:iy
standards in'1991, WDNR records-show that less'than 16 perniils have been'issued in fhe West
‘Centfal:Region forwetland fills-over 10 acres:in size drid less than62: peirits ohid-stule-wide
‘basis. The very small number of wetland approvals indicstes-the- diﬁicuity1111.aulllori7r:1g Targe.

wetland fills for any type of project,

PUBLICINTEREST FACTORS MERITING SPECIAL CONSIDERATION.

?ﬁnﬁ?{'g?nﬂrdn; -((_))'The‘proposed" pmfeét-woxiid:nnt- 'impaci-a féderal'-lig;nav’ijgaﬁis water..

(Endmgcrcd) d.l’ld lhb Easlbm Mabsdb.«,xm,a (medndaib}, arg; knmm fﬂ owu ‘-'lrompnakau
County. However, none Wers identified-by the. applicant orknowii to é:nst i Thepermitargi,
By letterdated July:97,.2005, the PWS concurred with-that delexmiiation andmoshmpactsto

Threaténod or Endangercdispecics are cxpocled oo,

i
completcd by the apphcant 52 consultant anél @ mport was subzmtk,d;.m he WH& ?er ‘roview. No
Archieological sités.or materials yvere fonid. and Ao fuitherdetion is-warainisd.

Wild and Seenie Rivers. (0)Nowild orsgénic rivers would beiipasted bythis project.
Triba) Frust Resourees. {O) Notribal trust resourees would '_Ebcﬂimp_:a'cte,d';éby-’ﬂaiﬁapmj got.

Staic Listed bmpaired {Section. 393((1)) Waters. (0)No stite, listed impatred witers:wotild be
iffipacted by thispreject:

Jmplcmcntmg Section 176((:) of thc C’ican Alr Act Il has bﬂen detbrmme»d that thc. aclivities
proposed underthis permit-will not exceed de minimis levels of diréct-chiissions of a.criteria
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CEMVP-OP-R (15-3295-BCN) _
APPLICANT: Ashley Fumiture Industries
‘pollutant or ils precursors and arc-oxcmpted by 40 CER Part93.133. ‘Any lafer andirect

cmissions are generafly not within the Comps continuing prografi responsibility and generslly
‘cannot be practicably coitrolled by the Corps. For these reasons, a-conforaty-detenmination is

mnotrequired for this permit,

“THE ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY'S 404(B)(1) GUIDELINES,

As cxplained above, the discharge of dredged or fill:naterial will be evaluated in
;accordaﬁce with-guidelines-developed by the EPA. The guidelings are-found at Title-40, Code.of
Federal Regalations, Part 230,

The:Section 4!)4(‘1))(1) gutdelmcs require testing of: the-exiraction site for contaminants
‘except under.cerfaincircumstances. These include the existenee of priot test results, seigntific
‘research and/or eXperierice that indicates that-contaminants argriptpresent i the nyaterial-to be
dmchargcd Testing:may.also ‘be;omitted if'the discharge site is:alfacent to the oxtraction sitg
and subject o he sane Sourcgs.of contamintits, and matena;ls At thetiva-sitégare quhsmnt:any
‘similar;, Testing may- alsis be omitfed if constraints are available to reduce cortamination to
acceptable levels, and ilithe poteniial discharger is.willifgand ablo to dimplement:sieh
constraints. I fhis case; testing isnot required because the borrow material would come fiom
‘Toeal sources that are presumed to e free from contaminants:

Technical Evatuation Faetors.

In making ouv findings o coripliance with theSeciion’ 404(b)(1) guidelines, we have
‘eonsidered: thespotenudl fmpactsof the: projeot (and alternatives; if any) ‘onthe physmal and
chomical characteristics 6f hig-aghatie geosystem.. Thesechardctefigtics are listed in- Subianse
F of the guidelines, 40'CER Part 230.20 - 230:54, 55 found onpp. 85350 - 85354 ofhe Federal.
Repister, Vol.-45, No. 249. The characteristics inctude substeate, suspended
part:eu{ath/tu:bxd:ty, watér, ouiréntpitiems antdwater: cueulatmn,momm] water ﬁuctudncms,
walinity: gradwﬂts lhrcatcncd and endangered species, fish, erustoceans,. mollusks, and-ather
,aquatlc orgaiisms i the food web, other wildlife, Sanctuaties a Fages, wetlands; mud. ﬂ@ts
vegetated shallows,m'fﬂ nd pool complexes, municipaliand nvatc water supplies, recreational
arndcomimercial i shigties wiitef-related recreation, ae‘;the‘tpcg, arks, itational dnd historical
ronuments; national scushiores, wilderness aréus, research sites; and-sitnilar preserves,

Scction 404(6)(1) compliante sumniary matrix.

= Proposal.. I)'— Noaction {denial). - Ald, A2 = Additional
aitematwes if any. Where only a’P is shown, it indicates-{that all-aliernatives meet compfuncs
s ltcna for’ that m,m, An Uhknowh'; is‘a nencompliancé; this will be desighdted with-a ¥/ in fhe
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MEETS  DOESNOT
CRJ 1ERIA COMPLY

....................................................................................................

1 The 'zpphcant must ovcrcome the presumplion that a i 3
practicable, less environmentally damaging allemative ; :
s:te Qutmﬁefspecml aquaixc sites, exists, Ithe prefectis ¢ P :
: ; -iri-a special aguatic site, enter :

16} né aitematwe that.is practicable is Tess
damagmg;to fhe aquauc ceosystem, and has no-other

wrmmEpmr ooy W e

Fonifi cant adverSc effects on."

] e
B L ]

mumefpai water snppl:es, pl:irikton, fishi, shellfish, P !
'wildhfc- bpccxai aquat:c sites, orother: aspccts of" humau N i
I ;
e é
devannns R é --------------------- ’ ‘:
HAVerse: crelioots of tio discharge ontlic aquatic | p ‘
mugt bc qaken: T U

OTHER AUTHORIZATIONS.

- “Watersquality certificiition: The Wisconisin Diépattinent-of Nattral
‘1cqu1rcd state permit on bcptcmber 29, 2005, which includeswater quahty Ted

'._pl'OJ ecl.

matien for: tIfns

Coastdl zone management.consistency-delermination: N/A

State and/or Jocal autherizations: The WDNR has isswed the requived state: paﬁmtq for
the filling of havigable witers, a periit for déwitering wells, NPDS discharge pérmit, aidi

storm-water permiil.
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PART I~ SUMMARY AND STAFF RECOMMENDATION
GENERAL EVALUATION.
Therelative extent ofthe ‘Buijiic.i_m}ic-‘mivate need for the proposed Work.

The propossd project: wounld meet.the; app’hcam s.aeed to improve the efficiency of the existig
furpiture manyfactiring pla,nt Thig: prqyect would also meet the public's need to-have
¢mployx:nem oppartunities.ing Inrgely rural county.

"The: m:icncdblhtv ofusingreasonable. d]temanvc Tocations and me ods 1o accomplish the
-objeclive: of the. strycture - or: woﬂc

OF: wt)rk is’ Lgkclv to Have-on. thé publiéand ;mvatc NSEE [O.W h oh: thc mg is suxtcd

Thie proposed project is presumed to have a permanent effect onthe wetland resource,

[A) LCO "JMENDAQ’ [ON, ,.,Bdaed oL, anzva}uauon ofall: dafa submitted.or. gathcmd during.
the: pubhc tetestroviow, it is th d) milatory Brinch that the-peimiitbe
wSued to unpadi 1 4.328-dcrea of wWetlind with special conditiony#equiring compensatory wetland

Zow 0% Zm Q ’7/[ ..

Date

Date, hiting:
Cluef Regulamry Branch
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PART IV - FINDINGS AND DECISION OF THE DISTRICT ENGINEER

T have tonsidered the foregoing facts, analysis, and recomunendation. The following are my
views on this pormif application:

FINDING OF NO SIGNIFICANT IMPACT.

. Having reviewed the infoimation provided by theapplicatit; the comments:submitted by
mtercstcd pamcs, anid:the gnvironmental assessment: contained.in-this document, [-4ind that.this

permit action will nothave a s:gmi‘ cantdmpact.onthe qualily-of the iuman onvironment,
‘Therefore, an envirpnmental impagtstaferneint will liot, be reyuited.

SECTION 404(B} {1 COMPLIANCE/NON:COMBLIANCE DETERMINATION,

The discharie: comphcs with (He! gmde]mcs, weith thednclision of appropriate-and
practicable conditions to minimize pollution or ofher harmfil Tmpacts 10 the affected ceosystem.

PUBLIC HEARING REQUEST.

Mo public heaing:request was-received.

DECISION.

[ have reviewed and-evaluated, in ‘hght of the:overall public inteeest, the dosunxents:and
factors:congerning this permita .1'108(101] ag weéll ag thestated Vigws 61 Gther intetiésted agéncics
wnd the-conceined pubitic. Tn doihgso, T have considered the:pessiblo consequericss. of Mifs
projectin accordance with xepulalions published in 33 GFY Oto'330 and 40 CFR.Part

230. | find that issiance of a Depaitment of the Arniy pemm {with:special eonditions):

X would. it be contrary fo the public intetest:

would becontrary to the public interfest.

Ot 1, 2008

Dale s /s Michiael §71
“".Colonel;
Distriet hngmecr
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Attachment 7
Glacier Ridge Landfill Correspondence

RMT, Inc. | Veolin Emerald Park Landfill, LLC \C\‘O
EAWPMSNAPITAG0-20655\ 47 \RO2065541-002.DOCK 1118109 Working Copy



\al



State of Wisconsin \ DEPARTMENT OF NATURAL RESOURCES
South Central Region Headquarters

Jim Davle, Governor 3511 Fish Hatchery Road

Scott Hassett, Secretary Fitchburg, Wisconsin 53714-5397

WISCONSIN . Ruthe E. Badger, Regional Director Telephone B0B-275-3266
DEPT. OF NATURAL RESOURCES FAX 608-275-3318

TTY Access via relay - 711

ROV 5 2o ~ FILE REF: FID #114063950
SWI/FEAS/EXP

Mr. John King, General Manager

Onyx Glacier Ridge Landfill, LLC

N7296 Highway V

Horicon, Wi 53032

Subiject: Determination of Site Feasibility, Onyx Glacier Ridge Landfill South
tExpansion, Dodge County (Lic. No. 3088)

.Dear Mr. King:

We have determined that the proposed Onyx Glacier Ridge Landfill South Expansion is
feasible, subject to certain conditions, and should provide for satisfactory solid waste
disposal. We have also completed our environmental analysis process and have
determined that an environmenial impact statement is not needed for this project.

The South Expansion will serve as a significant and necessary component of the more
comprehensive iand use and conservation plan for the Onyx properiies south of Mayville,
which envisions removal of the unlined, closed demolition and Superfund landfills, and
restoration and improvement of degraded wetlands and upland buffers in adjacent parcels.
We look forward to continuing our cooperative éff_orts to realize the substantial benefits to
public health and the environment by implementing, with you, the remaining elements of
our July 28, 2004 Agreement. '

Please read carefully the attached determination which includes the conditions of the
feasibility approval. Many of thesi conditions reflect commitments already made by Onyx
in the feasibility report. We s.héred a draft of the attached approval with Onyx on
Novamber 3, 2004 (o ensure clarity in the wording of the conditions, and received
comments by telephone from Mr. Don Smith of Onyx on November b, 2004,

You rmay now submit your Flan of Operatien in accordance with chs. NR 500 through 538,
Wis. Adm. Code, the feasibility report, and the conditions of the feasibility listed in the
attached determination. This determination of feasibility does not guarantee that we will
approve your Plan of Operation or license the proposad faciiity.

We rernind you that this determination does not exempt yvour proposal from other state and
local permits or approvals required before landfill construction and operation. in particular,
you wiil need to secure a construction and operatiocn permit from our air management

. program.
dnr.wi.gov Quality Natural Resources Management ;’Q
wisconsin.gov Through Excellent Customer Service oo
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if you have any questions regarding this approval, please contact Brad Wolbert,.

- hydrogeclogist at (608) 275-7769 or Ann Bekia, engineer_at (608).743=4 845 o am m o« = o oo

" Sincerely,

-~ L//ff
Tene R. Mitchall;
Waste Team Supervisor
South Central Region

enc. '
ce: Brad Wolbert — Fitchburg

Ann Bekta - Janesville

Barb Paiecek - Horicon

Dan Hunt — Horicon

Jack Connelly/Dennis Mack - WA/3

Dan Graff - LL.C/5 -

Don Smith - Onyx, N104 W13275 Donges Bay Rd., Germantown, W| 53022
‘)/aste Facility Siting Beoard - 5005 University Ave., Suite 201, Madison, W] 53705
# Mark Torresani - RMT

Sherren Clark - BT?, 2830 Dairy Drive, Madison, Wi 53718

City of Mayville Clerk, 15 S, School St., Mayvilie, Wl 53080

Town of Williamstown Clerk, N9260 Hwy V, Mayville, Wi 53050

Town of Hubbard Cierk, N5959 E. Neda Rd., iron Ricdge, Wi 53035

Dodge County Clerk, 127 E. Qak St., Juneau, Wi $3039

Robert E. Storck — Storck, Schnabf & Madden, P.O. Box 268, Mayville, WI 53050

John St. Peter - Edgarton, 5t. Peter, Petak, Massey & Bullon, P.O. Box 12786, Fond

du Lac, W1 54836
Tirm Speerschneider ~ DeWitt Ross & Stevens, 2 E. Mifflin St., Ste 680C, Madison,

WI 53703
Peter Anderson - Recycleworlds Consulting Corp, 4513 Vernon Bivd, Ste 185,

Madison, WI 53705
Sheryl Smith - Envi_r. Mktg & Mgt, 2525 Tiller Lane, Columbus, OMH 43231




Feasibility Determination — Onyx Glacier Ridge Landfill South Expansion Page 2

b. A letter with attachments from RMT, inc., dated ard received by the -
Department on March 16, 2004, providing supplementai information for the
South Expansion Feasibility Report.

c. "South Expansion Feasibility Report, Addendum 1, Cnyx Glacier Ridge
Landfill,” prepared by RMT, Inc., dated June 2, 2004 and received by the

Department June 2, 2004.

. "South Expansion Feasibility Report, Addendum 2, Onyx Glacier Ridge
Landfill,” prepared by RMT, Inc., dated July 14, 2004 and received by the
Department July't4, 2004.

e. A July 28, 2004 agreement between the Department and Onyx Glacier Ridge
Landfill, LLC regarding a holistic project approach for the Onyx Glacier Ridge
lands that would include incorporating the contents of the existing Land &
Gas Reclamation Landfill {LGRL} and the existing closed Hechimovich
Demolition landfill into proposed expansions, expanding the existing Glacier
Ridge Landfill to the south into an area that contains approximately thirteen
acres of wetlands, subsequently expanding the Glacier Ridge Landfill into the
area previousiy occupied by the LGRL and restoring and enhancing
approximately 245 acres of uplands and wetlands.

f. . “South Expansion Feasibility Report, Addendum 3, Onyx-Glacier Ridge
T Landfifl,” prepared by RMT, inc., dated September 17, 2004 and received by 1}'.%1
the Department September 17, 2004, iiij

g "Compensation Site Plan for Onyx Glacier Ridge Wetland Preserve,” prepared -
by Graef, Anhalt, Schloemer & Associates, Inc, and Thompson and
Associates, dated May, 2003. ‘

h. An October 29, 2004 letter from James Wedekind of RMT to the department
containing updated information on private well logs submitted in connection
with the feasibility report. ‘

The Department also considered the following information in its review of the
feasibility of the proposed landfill expansion:

a. A December 5, 2003 memo from Jayne Somers, South Central Region Air
Management Specialist, concerning potential air guality impacts from the
proposed landfill expansion.

b. A December 12, 2003 memo from Laura Stremick-Thompsen, Upper Rock
River Basin Fisheries and Habitat Specialist, concermning potential agquatic
resources impacts from the proposed landfill expansion.

c. A November 18, 2003 memo frem Curt Nickels, Southeast Region
Wastewater Engineer, concerning the ability of the Sheboygan and Port
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